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c. Completion Notifiers

47, We find that Verizon provides billing and provisioning completion notifiers in a
timely fashion that affords competing LECs a meaningful opportunity to compete. The Vermont
Board has followed the lead of the New York Commission to change the metrics that capture this
performance.™ While Verizon is no longer required to report under the metrics this Commission
has relied on in the past — percent of billing completion notices sent on time and percent of
provisioning completion notices sent on time — Verizon is not yet reporting under the new
metrics, either. In order to demonstrate satisfactory -pe_rfqrmance in this area for this proceeding.
Verizon provided data calculated under the old metrics." Verizon met the Vermont Board's
former benchmark of 95 percent timeliness consistently, except for two minor exceptions that do
not appear to be competitively significant.”* No commenter raised any concemns with regard to
completion notifiers.

d. Provisioning -

43, As in previous section 271 orders, we give substantial weight to the missed
appointments measure as an indicator of provisioning timeliness."”” Under this metric, Verizon
timely provisions resale and UNE-Platform ordérs."* The Commission has also considered
Verizon's performance under the average completed interval series of metrics."”’ Where, as here,
however, the evidence shows that the average compieted interval metrics are flawed, we give

" See Verizon Application App. A, Vol. 3. Tab C. Joint Declaration of Elaine M. Guerard. Julie A. Canny. and

Beth A. Abesamis at para. 41 {Verizon Guerard/Canny/Abesamis Decl.); New York PSC October Order at 12-17.

% See Verizon Feb. 19 Ex Parte Leuter at 2-3 & Atiach. (calculating performance using former metrics OR-4-02

and OR-4-05).

. " Verizon sent only 88% of billing completion notifiers on time in November, and 94% on lime in December, See

id. Verizon explains that its performance for these months was affecied by “a one-time clean-up activity undertaken
in association with the retirement of LSOGC 2.7 /4. Verizon's performance in January met the 3% benchmark for
both resale and UNE billing completion notifiers. See Leter from Richard T. Ellis, Director - Federal Aftairs, 10
William Caton. Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission. CC Docket No, 02-7. at | (filed Mar. 5,
2002) (special Sludy of billing and provisioning complclion notifier timeliness for January using same melhodolovy
as former OR-4-02 and OR-4-05 metrics).

o See Bell Atlantic New York Order. 15 FCC Red at 4057, para. 194, 4063, para. 209; see also Verizon
Massachusens Order, 16 FCC Red at 9039, para. 92,

48

See PR-4-04-2100 (% missed appointmenl - Verizon - dispatch - resaie POTS): PR-4-05-2100 (% missed
appoiniment - Verizon - no dispatch - resale POTS 1 PR-4-04-2341 {% missed appointment - Verizon - dispatch - 2-
wire digital services): PR-4-05-2341 (% missed appointment - Verizon - no dispatch - 2-wire digital services); PR-4-
04-3140 {% missed appointmeni - Verizon - dispaich - Platform): PR-4-05-3140 (% missed appl. - Verizon - no
dispaich - Platform). .

"9 See, e.g.. Verizon Massachusetrs Order, 16 FCC Red at 9038-39, para. §2. and 9040, para. 94 n.299;
Application of BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and BeliSouth Long Distance, Inc., for
Provision of In-Region. InterLATA Services in Louisiana. Memorandum Optnion and Order. 13 FCC Red 20599,
20682-85, paras, 124-28 {1998}, .
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these metrics less weight."® No commenter raised any issue -with regard to Verizon’s
provisioning of UNE-Platform or resale orders.. :

3. UNE Combinations .

44,  In order to comply with checklist item 2, a BOC also must demonstrate that it
provides nondiscriminatory access to network clements in a manner that allows requesting
carriers to combine such elements and that the BOC does not separate already-combined
elements, except at the specific request of the competitive carrer.” Based upon the evidence in
the record, we conclude that Venizon demonstrates that it provides nondlscnnnnatory access to
network element combinations as required by the Act and our rules. 13 .Additionally, no
commenter raised any concerns with Verizon providing nondlscnmmatory access to UNE
combinations.

IV. OTHERITEMS
A. . Checklist item 1 - Interconnection

45.  Section 271{c}2)(B)i) requires the BOC to provide equal-in-quality
interconnection on terms and conditions that are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory in
accordance with thie requirements-of sections 251 and 252." Based on our review of the record,
we conclude, as did-the Vermont Board, that Verizon complies with the requirements of this
checklist item.”™ In reaching this conclusion. we have examined Verizon’s performance with
respect 1o collocation and interconnection trunks. as the Commission has done in prior section
271 proceedings.'” When analyzing Verizon's showing, we first review Vermont performance
data for measures where there are sufficient commercial volumes. However, for other measures,
. where volumes are fow, we look to Massachusetts data. We find that Verizon’s performance for
competitive LECs under these measures has generally met the benchmark and parity standards
established in Vermont and Massachuserts.™

% See infra para. 50.

"l 47 US.C. §271(c)2)BXiiy; 47 CF.R. § 51.315(b).

152

See Verizon Application App. A. Yol. 1. Declaration of Paul A. Lacguture and Virginia P. Ruesterholz at paras.
233-43 {Verizon Lacouwure/Ruesterholz Decl.). We 1ake note of the recent opinion of the Vermont Supreme Court
affirming the Vermont Board's requirement. based on state law. that Verizon make available combinations of
nerwork elements that are ordinarily combined. but not currently physically combined in Verizon's network. Perition
of Verizon New England, Inc., No. 2000-118 (V1. S. CL. Feb. 22, 2002).

151

See Appendix D at paras. 17-24.
1% See Vermont Board Comments at 23-25. : ' -
' See e.g.. Verizon Massachusens Order. 16 FCC Red at 9092-95, paras. 183-87, 9097-98, paras. 194.95.

1% See Appendices B and C.
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46.  We note that two commenters question Verizon's performance under this
checklist item. First. CTC asserts that Verizon has failed to provide collocation services in a just
and reasonable manner.”’ We find, however, that Verizon demonstrates that its collocation

- offerings in Vermont satisfy the requirements of sections 251 and 271 of the Act. Specifically.
CTC asserts that Verizon has billed CTC, and continues to demand payment. for numerous
collocation arrangements in Vermont and other states for which Verizon is not entitled to
payment under its own taniffs and other written commitments.”” Verizon claims. however, that
CTC has misrepresented the facts and misinterpreted its federal tariff.”** CTC's claim does not
suggest a systernic failure, but instead appears to be a carrier-specific dispute concerning
Verizon's conduct. On or about August 2001, Verizon made available its Notice of
Termination/Reduction Form, a standard form to be used to reduce or termninate collocation
orders."® Verizon has also stated that it is unaware of any competitive LEC in Vermont. other
than CTC, that has had a dispute with Verizon within the last year regarding the termination of
collocation space.'® Moreover, as the Commission has found in prior proceedings. we find that
the section 208 complaint process is the more appropriate forum to examine this type of carrier-
specific allegation.' - Indeed, CTC has recently filed an informal complaint with the
Commission, and we have no reason to believe CTC will not be able to obtain 2 resolution of its
dispute through this process.'®

47.  Second, DIRECTYV argues that Verizon must provide it with a single point of
interconnection for “contignous LATAS in states or regions where an ILEC has obtained Section
271 authority.”'® We note that the Commission has never articulated such a requirement.
Accordingly, it would be inappropriate in this application to conclude that Verizon does not
comply with this checklist item for failure to provide interconnection on such terms. Therefore,
we decline to resolve DIRECTV's argument in this order.

1 See CTC Comments at 2.

S rd,

' See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 69.

' Vermont Board Comments at 24: see aise CTC Comments at 5. n.i4. CTC argued that when it sought 1o
terminate many of the collocaiion arrangements at issue. Verizon was uhable o provide specific guidance on how
CTC could terminate these arrangements. See CTC Comments at 5. Subsequently, Verizon adopted its Notice of .
Termination/Reduction Form.

1% See Letter from Richard T. Ellis. Director - Federal Affairs. Verizon, to William Caton. Acting Secretary,

Federal Communications Commission. CC Docket No. 02-7 at 4 (filed Mar. 8, 2002) (Verizon Mar. 8 Ex Parte
Letter).

82 As the Commission has found in past proceedings. the section'271 process simply could not funcuon if we were
required (o resolve every interpreuve dispuie between a BOC and each competitive LEC about the precise content of
the BOC's obligations.to its competilors. See e.g.. SWBT Texas Order. 15 FCC Red at 18366-67. paras. 22-27 and at
18541, para. 383; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order. 16 FCC Red a1 63335, para. 230,

"' CTC's infarmal complaint remains pending in IC Number EB-02-MDIC-0001 (Jan. 9. 2002},

164

DIRECTYV Commenis at 2-3.
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B. Checklist Item 4 - Unbundled Local Loops

48. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) of the Act requires that a BOC provide “{1jocal loop
transtission from the central office to the customer’s premises, unbundled from local switching
or other services.”*® Based on the evidence in the record, we conclude, as did the Vermont
Board, that Verizon prowdcs unbundled local loops in accordance with the requirements of
section 271 and our rules.'™ Our conclusion is based on our review of Verizon's performance for
all loop types, which include, as in past section 271 orders, voice grade loops, xDSL-capable
loops, digital loops, and high capacity loops, and our review of Verizon's processes for hot cuts.
line sharing and line splitting. As of November 2001, competitors have acquired and placed into

‘use approximately 750 stand-alone loops (including DSL loops) from Verizon in Vermont.'’
Finally, we note that commenters have not raised any issues with respect to any aspect of
Verizon's loop performance in Vermont.

49.  Consistent with prior section 271 orders, we do not address every aspect of
Verizon's loop performance where our review of the record satisfies us that Verizon's
performance is in compliance with the parity and benchmark measures established in Vermont.

Instead, we focus our discussion on those areas.where the record indicates discrepancies in
performance between Verizon and its competitors. As in past section 271 proceedings, in the
course of our review, we look for patterns of systemic performance disparities that have resulted
in competitive harm or that have otherwise denied new entrants a meaningful opportunity to .
‘compete.'” Isolated cases of performance disparity, especially when the margin of disparity is
small, generally will not result in a finding of checklist noncompliance.'™ In analyzing Verizon's
compiiance with this checklist item, we note that order volumes for unbundied ioops in Vermont
are extremely low.””" Given these low volumes, Verizon relies mainly on Massachusetts

168

8 47 Us.C § 271U 2ABXivY; see Appendix D at paras. 49-33 (regarding requirements under checkhist item 4).

"% See Vermont Board Comments al 29-31. The Department of Justice concluded that “Verizon has generaily
succeeded in opening its local markets in Vermont to competition.” Department of Justice Evaluation at 2. The
Department citas Verizon's estimate that using all. modes of entry. jor business and residential customers combined,
competitors serve approximately 21.500 lines in Vermont. around 6% of all lines in the state. /d. a1 4,

' See Verizon Lacoutre/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 81. As of November 2001. Verizon had provisioned
approximately 750 stand-alone loops (including DSL loops). 14 high capacity DS Joops. approximaiely 2 digital
loops (from Sepiember-December), and no line sharing or line spliuing arrangements. See Verizon
Lacouwre/Ruesterhalz Decl. at paras, 81, 111, 154. and 165.

" See. eg.. Application of Verizon New York Inc., Verizon Long Disiance. Verizon Enicrprise Solutions, Verizon
Global Nerworks Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc., for Authorization to Pravide In-Region, fnterLATA Services
in Connecticut, Memorandum Opinion and Order. 16 FCC Red 14147, 14151-52, para. 9 (2001} (Verizon
Connecticur Qrder)..

"9 See Verizon Massachusetts Order. 16 FCC Red at 9053-56. p.ar::. 122

170 .
-See id.

"' |p Vermont. between Seplember an.d November 2001, Verizon provisioned for competitive LECs a total of 9
siand-alone POTS loops. 30 hot cut Joops. 14 high capacity D31 loops. and 0 line sharing and line splitting
arrangements. ’
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performance data to support s apphcanon in Vermont. and our analysis is based primarilv on
those data.”

50.  As an initial matier, we recognize that for several loop types.”” Verizon's
performance with respect to the average completed interval. which measures the time it takes
Verizon to complete competing LEC orders for service, appears.to be out of parity in Vermont
and Massachusetts for the last two months it was reported: September and October.'™ However.
we find that Verizon's performance with regard to this metric does not warrant a finding of
checklist noncompliance. Specifically, we conclude. as the Commission has in prior section 271
orders, that the PR-2 average completed interval metric should not be relied on as the most
accurate measure of provisioning timeliness.”” We instead find that the PR 4-04 missed
appointment metric is a2 more reliable indicator of provisioning timeliness because. unlike the
average completed interval measurement. it cannot be skewed by compettive LEC customers
that request installation intervals beyond the standard interval."™ In fact, in its October 2001
Order, the New York Commission-eliminated the average completed PR-2 measure from the
Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Reports.'” We therefore place greater weight on Verizon's
performance under the missed appointment metric as a measure of provisioning timeliness as the
Commission has in previous section 271 orders.” For the relevant five month period, Verizon

3 . V P [ . . - .
'™ Because we find that Verizon uses the same provisioning and maintenance and repair processes in

Massachusetts and Vermont. we may look 1o Verizon's performance in Massachusetts to inform our analysis. See
supra part [ILA.2.a.

"> Verizon missed parity performance under the PR-2 metric in either September or Oclober for voice grade loops,

digital ioops. and high capacity loops.

™ In its October 2001 Order, the New York Commission eliminated the average interval completed PR-2 measure

from the Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Reports in accordance with the New York Carrier Working Group. See
New York PSC Ocrober Order at 3. As aresult. bc"mmnff with the November 2001 reporting month. Verizon no
longer reports its performance under this measure in Vermont and Massachusetts. See Verizon
Guerard/Canny/Abesamis Decl. at para. 48.

Y5 See Verizon Massachusens Order. 16 FCC Red at 9038-39. para, 92: Bell Atiantic New York Order, 15 FCC
Red a1 4061-62. paras. 203-05. and at 4103, para. 288.

'™ See. e.g.. Letter from Richard T. Ellis. Direcior. Federal Affairs. Verizon. 1o Witliam Caton. Acting Secretary,

Federalt Communications Commission, CC Docket Na. 02-7 a1 2 (filed Feb. 26. 2002 (Verizon Feb. 26 Ex Purie
Letter). We note that for simiiar reasons we do not rely. in our analysis. on the average ofiered imerval as the most
appropriate measure of provisioning tmeliness.

"7 See supra n.]174,

"% See Verizon Massachuserts Order, 16 FCC Red a1 9038-39. para. 92: Bell Atiantic New York Order. 15 FCC
Red at 406'1-62, paras. 203-05 and a1t 4103, para. 288. In the Bell Arlantic New York Order. the Commission {ound
the rate of missed installation appointments to be the most accurate indicator of Bell Atlantic's ability o provisicn
unbundied loops. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4103, para. 288, We note that the rate of on

time performance under PR 9-01 captures provisioning timeliness for hot cuts in essentially the same manner as
missed appointments under PR 4. See PR 9-01 (% On Time Performance — Hol Cu).
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met the benchmark or parity standard under the missed.appointment metric for all loop types.'™
We note that no commenter raised any issues with regard to this particular metric.

51.  xDSL-Capable Loops, Digital Loops, Voice Grade Loops, High Capacity Loops
and Hot Cuts. Based on the evidence in the record. we find. as did the Vermont Board. that
Verizon demonstrates that it provides xDSL-capable loops, digital loops, voice grade loops. high
capacity loops, and hot cuts in accordance with the requirements of checklist item 4. We
address below several limited and minor discrepancies. but find that none warrants a finding of
checklist noncompliance. Commenters in this proceeding do not criticize Verizon's performance
with regard to these specific loops.

52.  First, we note that Verizon's data involving Installation Troubles for digital loops,
which measures the percentage of problems on a'line within the first 30 days after installation,
suggest that more problems occur for lines ordered by competiive LECs than for the retail
comparison group.™ According to Verizon, however, the disparate performance results are not
the result of discriminatory conduct, but rather the result of a flawed metric. Verizon argues that,
although the retail comparison group for the Installation Trouble measure was recently changed,
this measure may still not be an accurate indicator of Verizon's performance because this metric
still does not provide an “apples-to-apples” comparison.' For example, according to Verizon
competitive LEC 2-wire digital loops are provisioned using fiber, while most orders in the retail
comparison group are provisioned using copper.'” As Verizon explains, cooperative testing of
the 2-wire digital loops provided over fiber that competitors purchase has proved-more difficult
than testing of loops provided over copper.'™ According to Verizon, this difficulty arises because
digital loops provided over fiber are provided through a plug-in card in the central office and
another card at the remote terminal. Thus, Verizon states that “it is not possible for any of the
test equipment used by the [competitive LECs] to test beyond the card in the central office.”*

M)

Sy,

3

" See PR-4-04-3113 (% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch — Loop New); PR-9-01-3520 (% On Time

Performance - Hot Cut); PR-4-04-3341, PR-4-04-3342. and PR-4-04-3343 (% Missed Appomtmem Verizon —
Dispatch); and PR-4-01-3200 (% Missed Appointment - Verazon Total).

18 Vermont Board Comrnems at 29-31.

"1 PR 6-01-3341 (% Insml!auon Troubles Within 30. Days). - The Sepiember-January average for this measure in

Massachusetis is 16.08% for competitive I.ECs and 3.73% for Verizon retail.

" In its October 200] order, the New York Commission changed the retail comparison group to Retail POTS -

Dispatched. See Verizon Feb. 26 Ex Parte Letter a1 Y: see alse Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz/Webster Reply Decl.
at paras. 49-51: Leter from Richard T. Ellis, Director. Federal Affairs. Verizon. 1o William Caton. Acting Secretary,

. Federal Communications Commission. CC Docket No. 02-7 at | (filed Apr. 12. 2002} (erratum). In the Verizon
Rhode [sland Grder. we found that this metric may appear 10 suggest unequal reatment simply because of the
comparison group used. See Verizon Rhode Island Order. 17 FCC Red at 3340, para. 81.

% Verizon Feb. 26 Ex Parte Lelter at §.

el )

o
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Consequently, Verizon indicates that, even though it now has the ability to test dispmched retail
POTS loops to identify potential problems prior to provisioning. it cannot do so for 2-wire digital
loops provided over fiber.'® In light of this explanation. and given Verizon's generally
acceptable performance for all other categories of loops. and recognizing that digital loops
represent only a small percentage of overall loop orders in Vermont."™' we do not believe that the
disparities in performance for digital loops discussed above merit a finding of checklist
noncompliance.

53.  We also recognize that Verizon's performance with respect to a maintenance and
repair measure for voice grade loops suggests non-parity performance. We find. however, that
this performance does not warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance. Specifically, Verizon’s
data involving Repeat Trouble Reports, which measures additional troubles reported on a line
within 30 days from the first reported trouble. suggest that additional problems have occurred
more often for competitive LECs than for Verizon retail.'™ However, consistent with statements
made in Verizon's Rhode Island section 271 application,’® Verizon explains that in October
2001, the New York Commission revised the repeat trouble report rate 1o account for misdirected
dispatches that skew performance results by overstating repeat troubles.'™ Verizon began
reporting its performance under these new business rules beginning with the November reporting
month.'” In November, December, and January, Verizon's data reported under the revised '
metric reflects parity performance.'” Furthermore. according to Verizon, when its performance
under this metric for September and October is recalculated under the new guidelines, it too is at
parity.'”

54. In addition, we recognize that Verizon's installation troubles reported and the
network trouble report rate for high capacity loops have been out of parity for several of the most |

186 Id.
7 In September and Oriober, Verizon provisioned approximately one digital loop for competitors per month; and
in November, December, and January Verizon provisioned no digiial loops for competitors.

' For MR 5-01-3550 (% Repeat Troubles Within 30 Days) Verizon did not achieve parity in September and

Ociober in Massachuserts,

" Verizon Rhode Island-Order, 17 FCC Red at 3342, para. 85.

' See supra para. 5. In its order, the New York Commission modified the guidelines for the MR-3 measure 10

eliminaie the so-called “double-trouble” phenomenon. which occurs when the competitive LEC misdirects Verizon
1o dispateh a technician either inside or outside the central office and no trouble is found. Verizon explains that
when this occurs. the trouble ticket must be closed and the competitive LEC must initiale a second “double-trouble”™
ticket directing dispatch in the opposite direction. See New York PSC QOciober Order at 4,

"I See Verizon Lacouwure/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 99.

' See MR 5-01-3550 (% Repeal Troubles Within 30 Days).

k} L. . - .
i Durine Sepiember, October, and November 2001. Verizon's repeat trouble report rate in Massachusetts under

the new business rules was 17.40% for competitive LECs and 18.68% for the retail comparison group. See Verizon
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para, 99. :
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recent months. We note, however, that the disparity in each instance has been slight and thus
does not appear to be competitively significant.”” Given Verizon's generally acceptable
performance for all other categories of loops. and recognizing that high capacity loops represent
only a small percentage of overall loop orders in Vermont, we find that Verizon's performance is
in compliance with checklist item four."™

55. Line Sharing and Line Splitting. Based on the evidence in the record. we find, as
did the Vermont Board, that Verizon demonstrates that it provides nondiscriminatory access to
the high frequéency portion of the loop.'® For the relevant five month period.'” Verizon's
performance data for line shared DSL loops demonstrates that it is generally in compliance with
the parity and benchmark measures established in Vermont and Massachusetis.” Vefizon also
complies with its line-splitting obligations and provides access to network elements necessary for
competing carriers to provide line splitting."” Although we recognize that no competitive LECs
have ordered line splitting arrangements in Vermont. we note that Verizon permits competitive

' In Massachusetts, fo-r PR 6-01-3200 (% Installavion Troubles Within 30 Days), Verizon performance was out of

parity in September and November. In December and January. it performed at parity. In Massachuselts, for MR 2-
01-3200 (Network Trouble Report Rate), Verizon states that during September. October, and November, the
percentages have generally been under 2%. In December and January. the percentages were under 2% as well. See
also Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para, 118.

195 - High capacity loops in Vermont represent approximately | % of al! unbundled loops provisioned to competitors.

See Verizon Lacoutwre/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 111.

8 See Vermont Board Comments at 29-31 ..

7 Although there has been littie 10 no ordering aclivity in Vermont for line sharing for the months reported, there

has been much ordering activity in Massachuseus during the same period of time. See Verizon
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 154-33, Accordingly. we look 1o Massachuseuts data to inform our decision.
According to Verizon. the line sharing performance measures in Vermont are the same as those in Massachusetts.
These measurements are the consensus line sharing measurements that were developed by the New York Carrier-to-
Carrier Working Group and approved by the New York Public Service Commission (New York Commission). The
Vermont Board has approved these measures. See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 136.

1% For PR 6-01-3343 (Percent Installation Troubles Reported Within 30 Days). Verizon's performance in
Massachusetts is ow of parity for September. October. and December. According 1o Verizon. the disparate
performance under this measure in September and October was affected by the actions of a technician in a central
office in Boston. who did not understand the proper way 1o record the status of line sharing orders in the system. As
a resull. the service order processor recorded a number of orders as complete when they had not yel been finished.
See Verizon Feb. 26 Ex Purte Letter at 8. When Verizon's performance for September and October are excluded,
the rate of instatlation troubles was ess than 2% for competitive LECs and Verizon retail alike {1.35% for
competitors and 0.59% for Verizon retail),

199 . . . s B B apa e .
See Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunicarions Capabilities and Implemeniation

of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third Report and Order on
Reconsideration. CC Docket No. 98-147; Fourth Report and Order on Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 96-98: Third
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 98-147: Sixth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC
Docket No. 96-98. 16 FCC Red 2101, 2111, para. 20 (200}). Verizon states, however, that it is not aware of any
competitive LECs that are engaging in line splitting in Vermont or Massachusetis using exisiing netwark elements.
See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 163,
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LECs to engage in line splitting in Vermont in the same manner. that it permits them to do $o in
Massachusetts.” In addition, we note that Verizon has implemented new line splitting measures
in its Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Reports in Vermont and Massachusetts beginning with the
November 2001 report month.™ Competitive LECs have raised no complaints about Verizon's
provision of line splitting. We find, therefore. given the record before us, that Verizon's process
for line-splitting orders is in compliance with the requirements of this checklist item.

C.  Checklist Item 5 — Transport

56. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v} of the competitive checklist requires a BOC 10 provide
“[Jocal transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch unbundled from
switching or other services.”® The Commission has required that BOCs provide both dedicated
and shared transport 10 requesting carriers.”  Verizon states that its transport offerings are
substantially the same as its offerings in Massachusetts, and its dark fiber offering is substantially
the same as its offening in Pennsyivania and Connecticut — all states where the Commission has
granted section 271 authority already.”™ Based on our review of the record. we conclude, as did
the Vermont Board,™ that Verizon complies with the requirements of this checklist itern.’®

57.  CTC argues generally that Verizon's dark fiber offering is less favorable to CTC
than Verizon's dark fiber offering in Massachusetts and some other states.”™ We find. however,
that CTC’s argument does not warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance. The record !
indicates that Verizon's existing dark fiber offering is consistent with Commission precedent.’™
Moreover, we note, as did the Vermont Board, that CTC and Verizon are currently negotiating a ]
new interconnection agreement, and “[i]f the parties are unable to reach agreement. the Board
may be ablé to address many of these dark fiber issues soon in an arbitration proceeding under

3 . i -
* Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 163,

® " See'Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 174, Ja its October Order..the New York Commission

approved new line splitting measures for the Carrier-io-Carrier Performance Reports. See New York PSC Oclobar
Order at 5. However. there was no competiitive LEC activity under these new measures in November and December
in Vermont or Massachusetts. See the PR-4 provisioning metrics.

47 US.C. § 271(e)(2)(B)(v): see also Appendix D at para. 53.
0 See, e.g., Verizon Massachuserrs Order. 16 FCC Red at 9103, para. 207.

™ See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterhoiz Dec?. paras. 209, 233: Verizon Pennsvivania Order. 16 FCC Red al 17478-°
81. paras. 109-13: Verizon Connecticur Order. 16 FCC Red at 14174-76. paras. 62-66.

% Vermont Board Comments at 31-34

™ See Verizon Appiication at 43-45 & Exh. A: Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 209-32; Appendices
B&C. o - '

M7 See CTC Comments al 2.

™% See Verizon Application at 44-45; Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. paras. 221-32; Verizon Pennsvivania
Order. 16 FCC Red at [ 7481, para. 113,
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the terms of the [1996 Act].”™® Absent evidence that Verizon's offering violates Commission
rules or precedent, we find that the interconnection agreement negotiation and arbitration process
is the proper forum for resolving operational details for CTC's access to dark fiber.

D. Checklist Item 13 - Reciprocal Compensation

58.  Adelphia claims that Verizon fails to meet the requirernents of checklist item 13
to provide reciprocal compensation for transport and termination of local calls to competing
carriers.” According to Adelphia. Yerizon has not met the requirements of this checklist item
because it has failed to pay Adelphia invoices for reciprocal compensation for Internet-bound
traffic.? We find Adelphia’s claim is a billing dispute. and not appropriately resolved in a
section 271 proceeding. Adelphia acknowledges that it has filed a complaint against Verizon in
Vermont,**? and we find the state commission to be the appropriate forum for resolving
Adelphia’s claims. ’

E. ' Remaining Checklist Iter:s (3, 6-12, 14)

59.  In addition to showing that it is in compliance with the requirements discussed
above, an applicant under section 271 must demonstrate that it complies with checklist item 3
(access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way),” item 6 (unbundled local switching),™
jtem 7 (911/E911 access and directory assistance/operator services),™" item 8 (white pages
directory listings),”'® item 9 (numbering administration),”” item 10 (databases and associated
signaling),™*® item 11 (number portability).” item 12 (local dialing parity), ® and itemn 14

*® Vermont Board Comments at 32-33 & n.44. Absent an opportunity Lo arbitrate the dispute. the Vermont Board

has suggested that it may conduct a separaie proceeding on dark fiber issues. See Vermont Board Comments at 32-
33, '
*% Adelphia Comments at 2.
-

id.

47 U.S.C. § 27 1(c¥2)(B xiii)
M 1d§ 27 H2)B) (Vi)

Id. § 271 (e} 2HBXvil).

M 7d§ 27 1eH2HB)(viiD).

Id. § 27 1(e}2HB yax).

M 1d,§ 271 )H2YBYXS.

Id. § 77 HeN2HB(xb).

0§ 271 2)B Y i),
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(resale).™" Based on the evidence in the record. we conclude. as does the Vermont Board. that
Verizon demonstrates that it is in compliance with these checklist items in Vermont.™ None of
the cornmenting parties challenges Verizon's compliance with these checklist items.

V. SECTION 272 COMPLIANCE

60. Section 271(d)(3)(B) provides that the Commission shall not approve a BOC's
application to provide interLATA services unless the BOC demonstrates that the “requested
authorization will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of section 272.° Based
on the record, we conclude that Verizon has demonstrated that it will comply with the
requirements of section 272, Significantly. Verizon provides evidence that it maintains the
same structural separation and nondiscrimination safeguards in Vermont as it does in
Pennsylvania, New York, Connccticut and Massachusetts — states in which Verizon has already
received section 271 authority.” No party challenges Verizon's section 272 showing.™®

an

id. § 27l(c)(2)(B){xiv).

2

¥ See Verizon Application at 47-48 (checkitst item 3). 42-43 (checklist item 6). 48-50 (checklist item 7). 50-5]
(checklist item 8), 51 (checklist item 9). 52 (checklist item 10). 53 (checklist item 11). 53 {(checklist item 12), and
54-56 (checklist item 14): Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. pards. 244-69 (checklist item 3), paras. 183-208 {checklist
item 6), paras. 270-302 (checkiist item 7), paras. 303-19 (checklist itern 8). paras. 320-24 (checklist item 9), paras.
325-30 (checklist item 10), paras. 351-55 (checklist item 11}, paras. 356-61 (checklist itemn 12). paras. 366-91
(checklist itemn 14); see also Appendices B and C: Vermont Board Commeénts at 28-29 (checklist item 3}, 34
(checklist item 6). 34 (checklist item 7). 34 (checklist iiem 8), 34 (checklist ttem 9), 34 (checklist 1tem 10}, 35
(checklist item 11). 35 (checklist itemn 12), 36 (checklist item 14). .

= 47 US.C. § 271(dX3)B): Appendix D at'paras. 68-69.
' See Verizon Application a1 69-73; Verizon Application App. A. Vol. 3, Tab E. Dec.larauon of Susan C.
Browning at para: 4, {Verizon Browning Decl. ).

Y Verizon Pennsvivania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17486, para. 124: Verizon Connecticur Order. 16 FCC Red- at
14178-79, para. 73; Verizon Massachuseris Order. 16 FCC Red at 9114-17, paras. 226-31: Bell Ailantic New York
Order..15 FCC Red a1 4152-61, paras. 401-21: Verizon Browning Decl. at paras. 4-17. ’
**  We recognize that the first independent audit of Verizon's section 272 compiiance conducted pursuant 1o section
53.209 of the Commission's rules is now complete. See Letter from Pricewaterhouse Coopers LLP t0 Magalie
Roman Salas. Secretary. Federal Communications Commission (June 11, 2001) (transmitting audit report). While
the-audil raises issues that may require further investigation. the audit results. standing alone. are insufficient to
establish whether Verizon is in compliance with section 272, Parties were required to submit comments on the audit
report no later than January 24, 2002, See Accounring Safeguards Under the Telecommunicaiions Act of 1996, CC
Docket No. $6-150. DA 01-2670. Order (rel. Nov. 15. 2001) (exiending deadline for filing comments). On February

6. 2002. the independent auditor submitted the unredacted audit report and supplemental report. The Commission

granted an extension of time until April 8, 2002 lor submitiing comments on Verizon's section 272(d) biennial audit
report. See Accouniing Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act af 1996, CC Docket No. 96-150, DA 02-
372. Order (rel. Feb. 15. 2002) {(exiending deadiine for filing comments). Because the Commission will not have had
the opportunity (o complete its own review of the audit resuits before il is required to issue a decision on this section
271 application, it wouid be premature 10 consider the audil as evidence of shoricomings in Verizon's section 272
compliance.

7659



Federal Communications Commjssicm‘ FCC 02-118

VI. PUBLIC INTEREST ANALYSIS

61.  Apart from determining whether a BOC satisfies the competitive checklist and
will comply with section 272, Congress directed the Commission to assess whether the requested
authorization would be consistent with the public interest. convenience, and necessity.™ At the
same time, section 271(d)(4) of the Act states in full that *[t}he Commission may not, by rule or
otherwise, limit or extend the terms used in the competitive checklist set forth in subsection
(€X2)(B).”® Accordingly, although the Commission must make a separate determination that
approval of a section 271 application is “consistent with the public interest, convenience. and
necessity,” it may neither limit nor extend the terms of the competitive checklist of section
271(c)(2)B). The Commission views the public interest requirement as an opportunity to review
the circumstances presented by the application to ensure that no other relevant factors exist that
would frustrate the congressional intent that markets be open. as required by the competitive
checklist, and that entry will serve the public interest as Congress expected.

62.  We conclude that approval of this application is consistent with the public
interest. From our exiensive review of the competitive checklist, which embodies the critical
elements of market entry under the Act, we find that barners to competitive entry in the local
exchange markets have been removed and the local exchange markets today are open to
competition. We further find that the record confirms our view. as noted in prior section 271
orders, that BOC entry into the long distance market will benefit consumers and competition if
the relevant Jocal exchange market is open to competition consistent with the competitive .

- checklist.™

63  We disagree with commenters that low levels of facilities-based residential
competition in Vermont indicate that it would be inconsistent with the public interest to grant
‘this application,™ Given an affirmative showing that the competitive checklist has been
satisfied, low customer volumes in any one particular mode of entry or in general do not
necessarily undermine that showing. Indeed. the Department of Justice concluded that
opportunities to serve business customers via the facilities-based modes of entry are available in
Vermont and that there do not appear to be any material non-price obstacles to residential
competition in Vermont.™' As the Commission has said in previous.section 271 orders, factors
beyond the control of the BOC, such as individual competitive LEC entry strategies, might
explain a low residential customer base.™

=" 47U.S.C. § 271(d)X3)XC): Appendix D at paras. 70-71.

i §271(aN4).

2% See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18558-89. para. 419,

0 Spe AT&T Comments at 4. 27, 40; SoVerNet Comments at 4: Sprint Comments a1 9-10: AT&T Reply 21 7-8.
13

Department of Justice Evaluation at 5-6.

P See, e.g.. Verizon Pennsyivania Order. 16 FCC Red at 17487, para, 126.
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64.  Sprint also argues that the other Regional Bell Operating Companies” (RBOCs)
choice to not compete against each other outside of their respective regions, and the financial
difficulties of some competitive LECs (in particular Adelphia). suggest that the public interest is
not served by granting Verizon section 271 approval in Vermont.™ We reject these arguments.
Again, factors beyond the control of the applicant, such as a2 weak economy or individual
competing LEC and out-of-region RBOC business plans can explain the lack of entry into a
particular market.

A. Price Squeeze Analysis

65. AT&T and WorldCom contend that they cannot profitably enter the Vermont
residential telephone market using the UNE-Platform in roughly half the state because Verizon's
UNE rates are allegedly inflated.” Before analyzing these contentions. we begin with a
discussion of a pending remand on the issue of how allegations of a price squeeze should be
considered under the pubiic interest standard of section 271(d)(3)C). In the Commission’s
SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, the subject of the Sprint v. FCC ruling. the Commission
declined to consider allegations that a section 271 applicant should fail the 14-point checklist
because competitors are unable 1o make a profit in the residential market using the UNE-
platform.™ The Commission concluded that the Act requires a consideration of whether rates
are cost-based, not whether market entry is profitable.”™ The Commission also stated that if it
were to focus on profitability, it would have to consider a state’s retail rates,” which are
generally outside its jurisdictional authority. Appellants asserted that their inability to make a
profit in the residential market showed that granting the BOC’s section 271 application was not
in the public interest.™ The court conciuded that the Commission’s rejection of the appellants’
profitability argument was not responsive.™ The court did not, however, vacate the ordér.

Instead, it remanded the Commission’s rejection of the price squeeze issue for reconsideration.**

- 66.  The Commission intends to issue an order addressing the questions posed in the
Sprint v. FCC ruling about how we should consider allegations of a price squeeze that are raised

233 .
¥ Sprint Comments at 4-6.
P %

*M AT&T Comments at 2-3. 19-20: AT&T Lieberman Decl. at 13-18. paras. 3247, AT&T Reply at 6 and §:
WorldCom Comments at 7-8; Declaration of Vijetha Huffman on Behalf of WorldCom. Inc. (WorldCom Huffman
Decl.) at 3-5. paras. 7-13.

RALS

SWBT Kansas/Okiahoma Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 6269, para. 65 and 6280-81. par.a. 92,

™ Jd. at 6280-81, para. 92.

27

Id.

RAH

Sprintv. FCC. 274 F.3d at 553.

¥ 1d ai 554,

4. at 556,
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i section 271 proceedings. Because we have not yet addressed the issues remanded by the court.
we consider the specific allegations presented by the parties in this case. Verizon-disputes both
whether a price squeeze analysis is a relevant consideration under the public interest requirement
and, if so, the required scope of such an inquiry *' AT&T and WorldCorn argue that the analysis
is relevant and that the appropriate test is whether a price squeeze exists for competitive LECs
using the UNE-Platform to provide residential service in Vermont.** We conclude that AT&T
and WorldCom have not established the existence of a price squeeze because they have not
shown that “the UNE pricing [at issue] doom{s]-competitors to failure.™*"

67. AT&T and WorldCom assert that evidence of 2 minimal stateWide average margin

between the costs associated with providing service utilizing the UNE-Platform and the revenues
available from potential customers is sufficient to demonstrate that a price squeeze exists in the
Vermont residential market.® AT&T contends that FPC v. Conway.™* the Supreme Court
decision cited by the District of Columbia Circuit Court of Appeals in its comments on price -
squeeze in Sprint v. FCC, requires this result.™ Based on differences between the circumstances
beforeus here and those circumstances that were before the Federal Power Commission in
Conway, we disagree. First, in Conway the competitive product at issue was an undifferentiated
commodity, electricity. Here, the competitive product at issue is phone service that can be’
provided with or without numerous differentiated products. at the choice of the competitor and
consumers. Thus, the wholesale price at issue in Conway Was for exactly the same-product that
the wholesaler was selling at retail, and the ability of a competitor to distinguish itself based on
products or prices offered was minimal. The wholesale prices at issue here are for the piece parts
that a competitor can use to sell a product of the competitor’s design, which may or may not be
the same product as that sold by the wholesaler at retail, all of which may affect the price a

- customer will pay the competitor. Second, in Comvay the wholesale price for elecinicity did not
vary based on location of the retail customer. Here, the prices for the piece parts, or network
elements, vary based on cost-related differences arising from the distances between the customers
being served and the BOC or competitive LEC switches. These cost differences directly affect
the amount of achievable profit in certain locations in the state. The fact that retail prices in
some areas are Jower than the wholesale prices of the piece parts used to provide competitive
service is not the result of a mistake or oversight by the Vermont Board. Rather. it is the result of
anintentional state policy to keep retail rates affordable. Third. in the context where phone

13

Verizon Application at 88-91: Verizon Reply at 2. 29-30.

M AT&T Comments at 1819, 36-38; AT&T Lieberman Dect. at 22-23; AT&T Reply at 7: WorldCom Huffman
. Dec). a1 2-3, paras. 5-6 and Antach. 1.

Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.34 at 554 (emphasis ip original .

™ AT&T Comments at 18-19: 36-38: AT&T Lieberman Decl. at 22-23: AT&T Repiy at 7; WorldCom Huffman
" Decl. at Antach. 1. The lowest statewide average margin alleged is 31.35. Sev AT&T Lieberman Dec). au 18,

Exhibil B-1,
245

FPC v. Conway Corp.. 426 U.5.271 (1976},

8 AT&T Comments at 36-37.
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service is most like the commodity at issue in Conway because wholesalers and retailers are
selling exactly the same thing, i.e.. resale. the Act protects against a price squeeze by requiring
that the BOC sell each service that it offers at retail at a wholesale discount that excludes avoided
costs. ™. Accordingly, we find Conway distinguishable. and consider issues beyond the amount
of the statewide average margin utilizing the UNE-Platform here.

68.  We find first that AT&T and WorldCom have not established that their higher
costs of providing residential service in the more rural ‘areas of Vermont are due 1o the pricing of
UNEs at too high a point in the TELRIC band. The clear cost difference between zone one.
where AT&T and WorldCom assert a margin of at least $8.32 or 31 percent. and zone three.
where AT&T and WorldCom assert a margin of at most negative $5.59 or negative 21 percent. is
the difference in the prices they pay Verizon for the loop.*® - Notably, neither AT&T nor
WorldCom challenge the reasonableness of Verizon’s Vermont loop rates. Accordingly. it is
likely that here, any difficulty entering the residential market profitably through'the UNE-
Platform may be the result of subsidized local residential rates in one or more zones and not the
fact that UNE rates are not at an appropriate point in the TELRIC range.”” In many states.
particularly rural states such as Vermont,™ higher business rates subsidize some residential rates,
and, consequently, certain residential services are priced below cost.®' We do not believe that it
would be in the public interest-to deny a section 271 aprlication simply because the local
telephone rates are low. If UNE-Platform rates are priced at cost, we believe competitors will
have the opportunity to make competitive entry. The existence of local rate subsidies might

-mean that, initially, the competition would be most prevalent in business markets and for higher-

margin residential customers. This competition. however, will eventually erode the subsidies and
create pressure to rebalance local rates. Thus. we will look beyond a negative margin for the
provision of residential service in high-cost areas using the UNE-Platform when examining -
allegations of price squeeze.

HO47U.S.C§ 252d)N3).
#* See AT&T Licberman Declaration a1 18, Exhibit B-1. WorldCom admits 10 margins of $9.49 in zone one and
negative $4.42 in zone three. WorldCom Huffman Decl. at Attach. 1. On the 82 of the 90 days permiited for .
review of Verizon's application. AT&T submitted new pricc squeeze data 1aking available universal service Support
into account. Letter from Robert W, Quinn. Jr.. Vice Prasident, Federal Government Affairs. AT&T o William F,
Caton. Acting Secretary. Federal Communications Commission. CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed April 9. 20015, This late
submission indicales that higher margins are available for qualifving carriers in zone three. This new information
does not, however. change our conclusion.

49 L , L . . . ) C .
™ The Court of Appeas for the District of Columbia Circuit noted this argument as a polential basis for declining

1o find a price squeeze. The Court did not address this argument because the Commission did not rely on it in the
underlying SWBT Kansas/Okiahoma Order. Sprint v. FCC. 274 F.3d a1 555.

*0 Paries 10 this proceeding recognize thal Vermont has a highly rural population. See Verizen Application at 75-
77 and Auach. A. Exhibits 4 and 5; Verizon Repiy a1 7- 8 and n.11. Verizon March 18 Ex Pare Letter, establishing
that Vermont is the most rural state in the country. According o AT&T. Vermont is so rural that weekend and
business day traffic are equal. AT&T March 25 Ex Parre Letier at 10. See also AT&T Comments at 38-39.

351

See Sprintv. FCC. 274 F.3d at 555.
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69.  We find that the Act contemplates the existence of subsidized local rates in high-
cost areas and addresses such potential price squeezes through the avatlability of resale. AT&T
and WorldCom contend that it is inappropriate to consider the availability of resale as a
competitive option because the margin is insufficient.™ We disagree. The distinction between,
how UNEs and resale are priced is significant here. UNEs are priced from the “bottom up,” that
is beginning with a BOC’s costs plus a reasonable profit, whereas resale is priced from the “top
down,” that is, beginning with a BOC's retail rate and deducting avoided costs. Such differing
price structures are evidence that Congress envisioned competitors entering the market through
different entry mechanisms under different circumstances. Such a distinction ensures that resale
provides a profit margin where, as is the case here. the costs of individual elements exceed the
retail rate. Accordingly, we conclude that it 15 appropriate to consider the effect of resale on
whether a price squeeze exists. Neither AT&T nor WorldCom, however. has provided an
analysis of how using a mix of the UNE-Platform and resale to prowde service would affect jts

pnce squeeze arguments.

70.  We find AT&T and WorldCom's evidence and analyses asserting the existence of
a price squeeze lacking in several additional respects. For example, AT&T and WorldCom argue
that they must earn at least $10.00 to cover their internal costs to enter the Vermont residential
market, but provide no cost and other data to support that assertion.™ As we have noted
previously, conductino a price squeeze analysis requires a determination of what a “sufficient”
profit margin is.™ Resolving the issue of what is a sufficient profit requires far more than .
determining what is sufficient for a particular carrier to make a profit. Although AT&T and
WorldCom allege that they need 1o make at least $10.00 per line, the pertinent question here is
what is a sufficient profit for an efficient competitor. The evidence demonstrates that
competitive LECs in Vermont can achieve margins of 31 percent in zone one and 29 percent in
zone two. The record evidence does not establish that these profit margins are inadequate for an
efficient competitor.” Thus, the evidence submitted by AT&T and WorldCom is an inadequate
basis for us to determine that a price squeeze exists in the Vermont residential market.

71, AT&T and WorldCom aiso fail to present other evidence that would be relevant
in a residential-only price squeeze analysis. such as the incremental toll revenues that would be
generated by winning the local, intrastate. and interstate toll business of customers that currently
. use other carriers for these services. There isalso no evidence in the record concerning the-

~ ability of competitors such as AT&T and WorldCom to leverage their presence in the long-
distance or business markets, together with expected net access revenues and savings, into‘an
economically viable residential telephone service business. For these reasons and all the other
factors discussed above, we conciude that AT&T and WorldCom have not demonstrated that a
price squeeze exists in the Vermont residential market.

¥ AT&T Comments at 18-19: 36-38; AT&T Lieherman Decl. a1 22-23; AT&T Reply a1 7: WorldCom Huﬁman
Decl. at 2-3. paras. 5-6 and Auach. 1.

3

= OAT&T Reply at 6: WorldCom Huffman Decl. at 3, para. § and Attach. 1.

o Veri:an-Masmchusem Order, 16 FCC Red at 9008-09, para. 41,
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-T2, AT&T contends as a separate claim that the evidence it provides of a price
squeeze also establishes that Venzon's Vermont UNE rates are discriminatory in violation of
checklist item two.™" As discussed above, we conclude that AT&T has not established the
existence of a price squeeze in the residential market. AT&T submits no separate price squeeze
analysis in support of this claim. Accordingly, we need not decide whether the existence.of a
price squeeze in the residential market would constitute a separate violation of checklist item
two. :

73.  For the reasons stated above, we reject the contentions of AT&T and WorldCom
regarding an alleged price squeeze. and conclude that there is no evidence in the record that
warrants disapproval of this application based on-allegauons of a price squeeze, whether couched
as discrimination in violation of checklist item two, or under the public interest standard.

B. Assurance of Future Compliance

X 74.  As set forth below, we find that the PAP currently in place in Vermont will
provide assurance that the local market will remain open after Verizon receives section 271
authorization.”™ We have examined certain key aspects of Verizon’s PAP and we find that the
plan falls within a zone of reasonableness and is likely to provide incentives that are sufficient to
foster post-entry checklist compliance. The Vermont Board adopted a self-executing PAP.
modeled on the PAPs adopted in New York, Massachusetts and Connecticut.”™ The Vermont
PAP uses the standards and measures set forth in the New York Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines. ™
The Vermont PAP exposes Verizon to the same level of liability as in the Massachusetts PAP.**

75.  While the New York PAP forms the basis for the Vermont PAP. the Vermont
PAP differs from that PAP in certain details to reflect the specific concemns of the Vermont
Board.” The Vermont Board expressly conditioned its recommendation on *‘several changes
designed to make possible effective DSL offerings by Verizon's competitors.”*' including

¥ AT&T Comments at 18-20. AT&T Reply at 6.

P Ameritech Michigan Order. 12 FCC Red at 20748-50, paras. 393-08. In all of the previous applications that the
Commission has granted lo date. the applicant was subject 1o an enforcement plan administered by the relevant siate
commission to prolect against backshdmﬂ afier BOC entry into the long distance market.

57

Verizon Application at 93.

% See Leuter from Richard T. Ellis. Director - Federal Regulatory. Verizon. 1o Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary.

Federa] Communications Commission, CC Docket No. (2-7 Auach. (filed Jan. 30. 20023 {Verizon Vermont PAP);
Verizon Application at 93-94. '

Verizon Application at 93-94. The Massachuseus and Vermont PAPs place 39% of Verizon's yearly nel

-income for each state at risk. Vermont Board Commenis at 16.

4

* Vermont Board Comments at 7.

*' Vermont Board Comments a1 8. n.8.
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adding several metrics to the three portions of the PAP** The Vermont Béard modified the New
York PAP method for curing small sample sizes” Finally, unlike other PAPs in Verizon's
region, the Vermont PAP requires Verizon to make payménts for Mode of Entry measures to the
Vermont Universal Service Fund.™ .

76.  As in prior section 271 orders, our conclusions are based on a review of several
key elements in the PAP: total liability at risk: the definitions of the performance measurement
and standards; the structure of the plan; the self-executing nature of remedies in the plan: the
plan’s data validation and audit procedures; and the plan’s accounting requirements.” We find
generally that the Vermont PAP satisfies our analysis in each of these respects, and we discuss in
detail only those elements that commenters have raised in the record before us.

77.  We disagree with AT&T that the Vermont PAP does not adequately detect ™
discrimination.’® AT&T raised concerns about the relative tradeoff between a Type I error (a
finding that discrimination has occurred when it has not) and a Type I erfor (a finding that
discrimination has not occurred when it has), particularly given the small sample sizes observed
in Vermont.”™ We find that the statistical methodology chosen by the Vermont Board is like that
used.in other states in which Verizon has received section 271 approval. We also note that the
Vermont Board has promised to reconsider this issue, if necessary, in the future.

78.  We also disagree with AT&T that the Vermont PAP cannot effectively promote
market entry and deter anticompetitive conduct because the Mode of Entry Measure payments
are made to the Vermont Universal Fund rather than to the competitive LECs.**" While the
- competitive LECs will not receive payment for failure on these metrics, any failure of Verizon to
meet these metrics will result in penalty payments by Verizon. The Vermont Board reasoned that

2 The Vermont Board added a number of performance metrics including: performance metrics 1o cover DSL
services in the Critical Measures: performance metrics to examine Open Orders on Hold Staws for POTS and
Specials in the Mode of Entry Measures; and billing metrics in the Special Provisions Measures. Letter to V. Louis
McCarren. President and CEQ Verizon Vermont. Jan. 16. 2002. at 5. Verizon Application, Appendix L. Tab 21;
Vermont Board Comments at 10. The Department of Justice takes note of the Vermont PAP’s incorporation of the
billing metrics in response Lo concerns raised by the Vermont Department of Public Service. Department of Justice

Evaluation at 6. n.21.
' Vermont Board Comments at 13, 19-20.
** Verizon Vermont PAP at 10, 18,

% See, e.g.. Verizon Massachuserts Order, 16 FCC Red a1 9121-25. paras. 240-49: SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma
Order, 16 FCC Red a1 6377-81, paras. 273-80. .

*t  AT&T Comments at 22: AT&T Comments Tab C. Declaration of Michael Kalb on Behalf of AT&T Corp. at
paras. 25-30 (AT&T Kalb Dect.).

* AT&T argues that the fixed critical value of ~1.645 which results from the 95% confidence imerval is unsound
because the Type | error rate (5%) chosen by the Vermont Board is 1oo small. AT&T argues that the critical value
should vary with the sample size in the same way as the modified z score. AT&T Kalb Decl. at paras. 15-30, Exh. 1.

M8 AT&T Comments at 22-23; AT&T Kalb Decl. at paras. 16, 18-24: AT&T Reply at 8-9.
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making all PAP payments to competitive LECs would not compensate the general harm to
society from Verizon’s failure to meet the Mode of Entry Measures. and that the Vermont
Universal Service Fund is an appropriate repository for payments that accrue when competition is
generally harmed.”® We find the Vermont Board's decision to direct funds to the Vermont

- Universal Service Fund 1o be reasonable and does not detract from the overall effeciiveness of

70

the plan.
C. Other Issues

- 79.  We find that DIRECTV’s requests that the Commission negotiate commitments
from Verizon to provide tariffed interLATA ATM transpont services to ISPs on reasonable terms
and conditions, or obtain information from’ Verizon regarding any plans to degrade its tariffed
DSL offering. are beyond the scope of this section 271 proceeding,™

VII. SECTION 271(d)(6) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY

80. Section 271(d)(6) of the Act requires Verizon to continue to satisfy the
“conditions required for . . . approval” of its section 271 application after the Commission
approves its application.” Thus, the Commission has a responsibility not only 10 ensure that
Verizon is in compliance with section 271 today, but also that it remains in compliance in the
future. As the Commission has already described the post-approval enforcement framework and
its section 271(d)(6) enforcerment powers in detail in prior orders. it is unnecessary to do so again
here ™’

81. - Working in concert with the Vermont Board, we intend to monitor closely
Verizon’s post-approval compliance for Vermont to ensure that Verizon does not “ceasel] to
meet any of the conditions required for [section 271] approval.™™ We stand ready to exercise
our various statutory enforcement powers quickly and decisively in appropriate circumstances to
ensure that the local market remains open in Vermont. We are prepared to use our authority
under section 271(d)(6) if evidence shows market opening conditions have not been maintained.

* Vermont Board Comments at 18-19,

™ We note that in three prior SWBT applications (Texas. Kansas and Oklahoma), certain penaliies were paid into
the respective State treasury rather than 10 competitive LECs. As we find with regard o Verizon. the Commission
found that SWBT would face other consequences if it fails 10 sustain a high level of service to competing. carriers,
including: federal enforcement action pursuant to section 27 1{d)6): liquidated damages under interconneclion
agreements: and remedies associated with antitrust and other legal actions. See SWBT Kansas/Okiahoma Order, 16
FCC Red at 6379, para. 274; SWBT Texas Order. {5 FCC Red at 18362, para. 424,

R d

DIRECTV Comments at 1-2, 4-7.
_—

T 47 US.CL§ 27 Hd)6).

" See, e.g.. SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order. 16 FCC Red a1 6382-84, paras. 283-85, SWEBT Texas Order, 5 FCC
Red at 18567-68, paras. 434-36: Bell Atlantic New York Order. 15 FCC Red 2t 4174, paras, 446-33.

™47 US.C. § 271d)(6)A).
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g2, We require Verizon to report 1o the Commission all Vermont carrier-to-carrier
performance metrics results and Performance Assurance Plan monthly reports beginning with the
first full month after the effective date of this Order, and for each month thereafter for one year
unless extended by the Commission. These results and reports will allow us to review, on an
ongoing basis, Verizon’s performance {0 ensure continued compliance with the statutory
requirements. We are confident that cooperative state and federal oversight and enforcement can
address any backsliding that may arise with respect to Verizon’s entry into the Vermont long
distance market.*”

VIII. CONCLUSION

83. .For the reasons discussed above, we grant Verizon's application for authorization
under section 271 of the Act to provide in-region. interLATA services in the State of Vermont.

IX. ORDERING CLAUSES

84. Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that, ‘pursuan! 1o sections 4(i), 4(J). and 271 of the
Comumunications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i). 154(j), and 271, Verizon’s
application to provide in-region, interLATA service in the State of Vermont. filed on January 17,

2002, 1S GRANTED.

85.  IT IS.FURTHER ORDERED that this Order SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE
April 29, 2002. .

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

L4

Wiliiam F. Caton
Acting Secretary

TE - See, e.g.. Bell Atlantic-New York, Authorizarion Under Section 271 of the Caommunications Act Ter Provide In-
Region. InterLATA Service in the State of New York. Order. 15 FCC Red 5413-23 (2000) (adopting consent decree
beiween the Commission and Beil Atlantic that included provisions for Bell Atlantic to make a volumary payment of
$3.000.000 10 the United States Treasury, with additional payments il Bell Atlantic failed to meet specific
performance siandards and weekly reporting requirements (o gauge Bell Atlantic’s performance in correcting the”
probleins associated with its electronic ordering systems).
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Appendix A

Commenters in CC Docket No. 02.7

Comments

Adelphia Business Solutions &
Adelphia Business Solutions of Vermont

-AT&T Corporation

CTC Communications Corporation
DIRECTY

National Mobile Communications Corporation
d/b/a SoVerNet Communications

Sprint Communications, Inc
State of Vermont Public Service Board

WorldCom

Replies

- Adelphia Business Solutions &
Adelphia Business Solutions of Vermont

AT&T Corporation
Verizon

WorldCom

7669 .

Abbreviation

Adelphia
AT&T
CTC
DIRECTV

SoVerNet
Sprint
‘Vermont Board

WorldCom

Adelphia

AT&T
Verizon

WorldCom
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Appendix B

Vermont Performance 'Metrics

OLSL

All data included here are taken from the Vermont Carrier-lo-Carrier Reports. This table is provided as a reference tool for the
convenience ol the reader. No conclusions are to be drawn from the raw data contained in this table. Our analysis is based on the
totality of the circumstances, such that we may use non-metric evidence, and may rely more heavily on some metrics more than others,
in making our determination. The inctusion of these particular metrics in this table does not necessarily mean that we relied on all of
these metrics or that other metrics may not also be important in our analysis. Some metrics that we have relied on in the past and may
rely on [or a future application were not included here because there was no dala provided for them (usually either because there was
no activity, or because the metrics are slill under development). Meltrics with no retail analogue provided are usually compared with a
benchmark. Note that lor some melrics during the period provided there may be changes in the metric deﬁmlmn or changes in the
retail analogue applicd, making it difficull to compare the data over time.
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AGGREGATE METRICS
Metric Metric Name Medtric Metric Name .
Neo. Neo.
Preorder and OS85 Availability:

Change Managemem, Billing, O5/DA, Interconnection and Collocation:

MR-1-01  |Creale Trouble

MR-1-02 Status Trouble

MR-1-03  [Muodily Trouble .

MR-1-04  [Request Cancellation ol Trouble

MR-1-05 |Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuit)

MR-1-06  [Test Trouble (POTS Only}

OR-1-02 % On Time LSRC = Flow Through -

OR-1-04  |% On TFimme LSRC/ASRC No Facility Cheek

OR-1-06 |% On Time LSRCIASRC - Facility Check

OR-1-08 % On Titne ASRC Nu Fucility Cheek (Nom SO, DS1 & DS3)
OR-1-100  |% On Time ASRC Facility Check DSO

OR-1-12 _|% On Time FOQC

OR-1-13  |% On Time Design Layoul Record (DLR)

OR-1-19 | % On Time Resp. - Request for inbound Augment Trunks
PO-1-01 Customer Service Record

PO-1-02  |Due Diie Availabiliry

PO-1-03  |Address Validation .

PO-1-04  [Producl & Service Availubility

PO-1-05  |Telephune Number Availahility & Reservalion
PO-1-06  {Facility Availability (Loop Quadification)

PO-1-07  |Rejected Query

PO-1-08 % Timeous

PO-1-09  [Parsed CSR

PO-2.01 - [OSS Inkerf. Avail. — Total ,
PO-2-02_ [OSS Interf. Avail - Prime Time - Electronic Bonding
PO-2.03  |OSS Interl. Avail - Non-Priine - Electronic Bonding
PO-4-01  [% Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig,

PO-4-02  [Change Mgmt. Nolice - Delay 1-7 Days - CLEC Orig.
PO-8-01  tAverage Response Tiine - Manual Loop Qualilication
PO-8-02

Average Response Time - Enpincering Record Request

Bl-§-02 % DUF in 4 Business Days

Bi-2-01 Timcliness of Carrier Bill

B1-3-01 % Billing Adjustinenis + Dollars Adjusted

BI-3-02 % Billing Adjustincnts - Number ol /Adjustiments
NP-1-0) 1% Final Trunk Groups Exceeding Biocking Standard
NP-1-02  |% FTG Exceeding Blocking Sid. —{Nu Gxceplions)
NP-1-03  |Number GTG Excecding Blocking Std. — 2 Months
NP-1-04  [Number FI'G Excecding Blocking Std. = 3 Months_
NP-2-01  [% On Time Response 1o Request for Physical Collocation
NP-2-02 % On Time Response 1o Request for Virtwal Collocation
NP-2-03  |Average Tnierval ~= Physical Collocalion

NP-2-04  [Average Interval - Virtual Coliocation

NP-2-U5  {% On Tiwc - Physical Collocution

NP-2-060 1% On Tie - Virtual Cellocation

NP-2-07  |Average Delay Days — Physicat Collocation

NP-2-08  |Average Delay Days - Virtual Collocation
Ordering:

OR-2-02  |% On Time LSR Reject = Flow Through

OR-2-04  [% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check -
OR-2-06 |% On Tunc LSR/ASR Reject Facility Cheek
OR-2-08  |% On Thme ASR Rejecl No Facility Chieck

OR-2-10  |% On Tune ASR Reject Facility Check

OR-2-11  ]Average Trunk ASR Reject Time

OR-2-12  |% On Time Trunk ASR Rejecl

OR-3-01  |% Rejects
JOR-4-02  {Completion Notice (BCN) = % On Time

OR-4-05 Work Complelion Notice ("CN) — 9% On Time
OR-5-01  |% Flow Through - Totad

OR-5-03"  {% Flow Through Achicved
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Metric Metric Name Metric . Metric Name;
-No. ‘No. SURARETE L
OR-6-01  |% Accuracy — Order
OR-6-02_ [% Accuracy — Opportunitics
OR-6-031 % Accuracy — LSRC - )
OR-7-01  [% Order Conlirmation/Rejects seut within 3 Business Days Maintenance and Repair;
Provisioning: ‘ MR-2-01  |Network Trouble Report Rate
PR-1-09  |Av. Inlerval Oflered — Tutal - EEL - Backbone MR-2-02  [Network Trouble Repart Rate - Loop
PR-2-01  |Av. Interval Completed - Totil No Dispateh MR-2-03 |Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office
PR-2-02  [Av. Interval Completed — Totaf Dispatch MR-2-04 |% Subscquent Reporls
PR-2-03  [Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (§-5 Lines) MR-2-05 |% CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate
PR-2-04  |Average Interval Completed - Dispalch (6-9 Lines) MR-3-01  |% Missed Repair Appointment — Loop
PR-2-05  [Average Interval Completed - Dispateh (>= 10 Lincs) MR-3-02  |% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office
PR-2-06  |Av. Interval Completed - DS{) MR-3-03  |% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appuintiment
PPR-2-07  |Av. Interval Completed - DS1 MR-3-04 |% Misscd Repair Appointment - No Double Dispaich
PR-2-08  |Av. Interval Completed — DS3 MR-3-05 1% Missed Repair Appoinument - Double Dispatch
PR-2-09  {Av. Interval Completed = Total -- EEL = Luop MR-4-01 [Mean Time To Repair ~ Totalk
- PR-2-18  [Av. Interval Completed — Bisconnects MR-4-02  |Mcan Time To Repair ~ Loop Trouble
o)) PR-4-01 % Missed Appointmenl — Verizon — DSU MR-4-03  {Mean Time To Repair — Central Olfice Trouble
[:)] PR-4-02  |Average Delay Days - Total MR-4-04 % Cleared (all iroubles) within 24 Hours
PR-4-03  |% Missed Appoiniment - Cuslomer MR-4-05  |% QOul ol Service> 2 Hours
PR-4-04  |% Missed Appointment ~ Yerizon — Dispatch MR-4-06  |% Qut of Service > 4 Hours
PR-4-05  |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispalch MR-4-07 % Oult of Service > 12 Hours
[PR-4-07 % Ou Time Perlormance — LNP Only MR-4-08  |% Out ol Service > 24 Hours
PR-4-08  [% Missed Appl. — Customer ~ Duc o Late Order Conl MR-5-01_ [% Repeal Reports within 30 Days -
PR-4-14  |% Cowipleted On Time (with Scrial Number)
‘|PR-5-01 % Missed Appointment - Verizan — Facilities
PR-5-02  |% Orders Held for Facilitics > 15 Days
PR-5-03  {% Orders Held for Facilities > 60" Days
PR-6-01 9 Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days
PR-6-02  |% Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days |
PR-6-03 |9 Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 36 Days — FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-§-01 Open Orders ina Hold Staws > 30 Days
PR-§-02  |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days
PR-Y-01  |% On Time Performance — Hot Cut
H'R-9-08  |Average Duration of Service Interruption

£
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DISAGGREGATED METRICS

Metric Metric September Oclober November December { January - |Notes =
Nunber Name Vi CLEC|VZ CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ CLEC|VZ -~ |CLEC| Ly
58S & BILLING (Pre-Ordering) - POTS/Special Services
PRE-ORDERING
I’O-1 - Response Time OSS Pre-Ordering Interface :
PG-1-01-6020 | Customer Service Record — EDI 140|306 [1.31 1289 [1.33 297 1132 |28 1.42 {316
PO-1-01-6030 | Customer Service Record - CORBA 41 08I t.31 075 1.33 1.05 £.32  10.68 1.42 1252 Jeud
PO-1-01-6050 | Customer Service Record -Web GUI [41 (337 (131 [3.00 |1.33 [2.93 [1.32 271|142 |2.98
PO-1-02-6020 | Due Date Availahility - EDI 0.09 INA 007 [NA  |007 [NA 006 [NA 006 [NA
PO-1-02-6030 | Duc Daile Availubility - CORBA (.09 INA 007  [NA 007 [NA  [0.06 [NA  JLO6G  |NA
1"O-1-02-6050 Due Dale Availability - Web GUI 009 J2.260 (007 12,12 j007 221 006 241 |(hD6 |2.19
I’O-1-03-6020 | Address Validalion — EDI 4.34 |38 407 (617 |3.85 18.68 [3.67 021 385 |NA abed
PO-1-03-6030 | Address Validation - CORBA 434 1376 [4.07 (297 (385 [2.86 |3.67 [3.62 |[3.85 |2.45
PPO-1-03-6050" | Address Validalion - Weh GUI 434 |5.04 .|4.07 [4.89 |385 |[4.84 |[3.67 [522 |35 [4.59
PO-1-04-6020 | Product & Service Availabilily — EDI HYLOT [NA 9.02 [NA 848 [NA 8.2 NA 8.5 |NA
PO-1-4M-6030 | Product & Service Availability - CORBA 107 INA  [9.02 INA  [8.48 |NA 8.2 NA 8.5 NA
PPO-1-04-6(50 | Product & Service Availabilily - Webh GUI 10.07 1817 [9.02 (621 |R48 [6.5 8.2 6.5 R.5 NA abed
PO-1-05-6020 | Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - EDI 523 [NA |495 [NA 537 |NA 1447 |[NA 466 [NA
PO-1-05-6030 | Tclephone Number Availability & Reservation - CORBA 5323 [NA 495 INA  |537 396 |447 [NA  J466 1419 ¢
PO-1-05-6050 | Telephone Nunmber Availability & Reservation - Web GUL 1523 [7.24 1495 |7.23 (537 |7.04 |4.47 [1.57 [4.60 1648
IPO-1-06-6020 | Average Response Time - Mechanized Loop Qualilication - 12.58  |NA 302 [NA 3.51 [NA .69 [NA 297 (NA
: DS - EDI

IPO-1-06-6030 | Average Response Time — Mechanized Loop Qualilication - 2,58 [NA 32 [NA 151 [NA 1.6Y “INA 2.97 INA

DSL - CORBA
PO-1-06-6050 Average Response Time - Mechanized Loop Qualilication - 2,58 |3.97  [3.02 381 [3.51 (407 169 [3.91 {297 374

DSL. - Web GUI i
PO-1-07-6020 | Rejected Query - EDI 0.05 [269 004 [262 lownd 204 JO4 [207 U003 12.28
PO-1-07-6030 | Rejecled Query - CORBA 0.05 |0.68 [0.04 J0.6 (.04 [0.61 |0.04- l0.64 |03 (0.62
PO-1-07-6050 | Rejected Query - Web GUI 0.05 1352 (o4 [338 |04 3.2 004 |2.86 [0.03 242
£O-1-08-6020 | % Timcouls — ED! - [0.69 1] 0 {1.83 0
PO-1-08-6030 " | % Timeouls - CORBA 0 0 0 )] 0
PO-1-08-6050 | % Timecouts - Web GUL 0.4 0.24 0.11 0 0.04
IPO-1-09-602(0 | Purscd CSR - EDI 141 [1.94 JE31 [1.81 {133 Ji.69 |1.32 208 [1.42 |1.87 |be
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Metric Metric September | October November | “December:’| ' Jatiuary "~ [Notes ™
Number " |Name YZ |CLEC]VZ: |CLEC|VZ |CLEC(VZ - |CLEC|[vZz ~|CLEC| =
PO-1-09-6030 Parsed CSR - CORBA . 1.41 0.35 1.31 0.26 1,33 |0.26 1.32 1036 142 - 1032 Jabede
PO-2 - 0SS Interface Availability :
PO-2-01-6020 | OSS Interf. Avail. — Tolal - EDI : v9.97 9297 ab-
PO-2-01-6030 | 0SS Interl, Avail. — Tolal - CORBA ] 99.9 99.95 ' . a,b
PO-2-01-6040 | OSS Interl, Avail. ~ Total - Maint. Weh GU! (RETAS) Y6.05 | - 99.4 b
PO-2-01-6050 | OSS Inteel. Avail. — Tolal - Pre-orded/Order WEB GUI ' 96.05 94 4 b
PO-2-01-6060 | OSS Inicrl. Avail. - Total - Electronic Bonding 100 100
PO-2-02-6020 | OSS Intert. Avail. - Prime Time - EDI 99.99 16} 100 100G Ot a
P0-2-02-6030 | OSS Intesl. Avail. - Prime Time - CORBA ' 49.99 100 100 99,94 100 ad
P(-2-02-6040 | OSS Timerl. Avail. - Prime Time - Maint, Web GUI(RETAS) 98.12 o |99.54 100 9y 93 9983 |abude
PO-2-02-6050 | OSS Luterf. Avail. — Prime Time - Pre-order/Order WEDR GUIL 98.12 99 54 100 . 9593 99.83 fabde
PO-2-12-60600 | OSS Iterl. Avail. — Prime Time - Electronic Bonding 100 106) 100 HOD 110
PO-2-03-6020 | OSS Iaterl, Avail. — Non-Pringe - EDI i 99.93 94.91 130 99.71 999y lahde -
~J PO-2-03-0030 | 0SS Interl. Avail. - Non-Primé - CORBA 199.76 99 .86 9.8y 99.13 99 86 Jabede
%\ PO-2-03-6040 | OSS Interl. Avail. = Non-Prinie - Maint. Web GULIRETAS) Y294 |’ 9914 99.59 98.43 Y9 82 |b,cde
PO-2-03-6054 . | OSS Inter). Avail. ~ Non-Prime - Pre-order/Order WEB GUI 92.94 99 .14 49.59 98.43 9982 |hede
PO-2-03-6060 | OSS Luerl. Avail. — Non-Prime - Electironic Bonding 100 100 100 106 160
P'0-8 - Manual Loop Qualification . ) :
PO-§-G1-2000  [% On Time - Munual Loop Qualificidion NEF NEFF up uD uD
PO-8-112-2000  |% On Time - Engincering Record Request NA NA NA NA NA

Change Nolification

P0O-4 - Timeliness ol Change Manapement Nolice

P0-4-01-6611 (% Notices Senl on Tine - Emergency Maint. 100 100 ab
PO-4-01-6621 1% Nolices Sent on Time - Regulatory - NA NA
PO-4-01-6631 % Notices Scnt on Time - Industry Standurd NA NA
1’9-4-(}1-()6“ % Notices Senl on Time - Verizon Orig. NA , NA
PQ-4-01-6651 |% Notices Scat on Time - CLEC Qrig. _|NA NA
PO-4-01-6660  |% Nutices Sent on Fime - Indusiry Standard, Verizon Orig. & NA fnn Na
CLEC Orig. ) )
PO-4-01-6671 % Nalices Sent on Time - Emergency Mainl. & Regulatory [16) F00 100 ¢
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Metric Metric ' September |  October November | Decetaber *| January . . [Notesi;
Number |Name . ' : vZ |CLEC|vZ [CLECI{VZ |CLEC|VZ: |CLEC|VZ - |CLEC|i
Change Confirmation .
I’0-4 - Timeliness of Change Management Nolice
PQ-4-01-6622 % Nolices Sent on Tine — Repulatory - 104} NA NA NA - 100 la
PO-4-(1-6632  [% Notices Sent on Tine - Ind. St 1(H) NA
PO-4-001-6642  |% Notices Sent on Time - Verizon Orig. 10 NA i
PO-4-01-6652. [% Notices Sent an Tinme - CLEC QOrig. . NA . |INA
PO-4-01-6662  |%: Notices Senl on Time - [nd. Sid., Verizon Orig, & CILEC NA NA 100)

Orig. . ‘
TROUBLE REPORTING (OSS) .
MR-1 - Response Time OSS Maintenance Interface

MR-1-01-2000 | Create Trouble 565 637 .|5.81 {586 [5.79 {3.55 |[5.52 [3.74 '|6.26  |3.08

MR-1-02:2000 | Status Trouble 455 [NA [427 [NA {497 [NA 1466 |NA |[637 |NA

MR-1-03-2000 | Madily Trouble _ 562 (NA 1599 INA 1573 [NA 542 [NA  |606 [NA

MR-1-04-2000 | Request Cancellation of Trouble 6.8 NA 691 I 704 (NA  |6.63 |34] 732 [NA |hd

MR- [-05-2000 | Trouble Repust History (hy TN/Circuit) 038 |18 035 {1.75 [041 (1.25 031 ]I (043 10.72
EJ\ MR-1-06-2000 | Tesi Trooble (POTS Only)-RETALL oanly 6241 |71.09 162:6 15891 [56.04 |51.05 [56.18 j44.46 |56.86 [45.86
E}]l BILLING

Bi-1 - Timeliness of Daily Usage Feed

BI1-1-02-2030 | 4 DUF in 4 Business Days 9995 49.96 99.74 99,96 VY96

B1-2 - Timeliness of Carrier Bill

B1-2-01-2030 ] ‘limcliness ol Carrier Bill 19958 | 1Y) 100 100 Y8.94

BE-3 - Billing Accuracy '

BI1-3-01-2030 9 Billing Adjustments - Dollars Adjusted 0.28 [0.0F |0.48 10.19

B1-3-02-2030 % Billing Adjustiments - Number ol Adjustments .19 0.02 - 022 [0.05

RESALE (ORDERING)

POTS & Pre-qualificd Complex - Electronically Submitted
OR-{ - Order Confirmalion Timeliness

OR-1-02-2320 | % On Time LSRC - Flow Through 100 99.65 100 100 10)0)
OR-1-)4-2100 | % On Time LSRC No Facility Check 9.5 98.96 v8.2 v9.28 100
OR-1-06-2320 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 95 100 100 97.22 100
OR-2 - Reject Thmeliness

OR-2-02-2320 | % On Timé LSR Reject — Flow Through (0 99.3 wn 7| . 100 100
OR-2-04-2320 | % On Time LSR Reject No Faciiity Check 92.86 89.36 98.98 9Y.44 100
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Metrie Melric September | October | Noveidiber |.. Deceiubéf | Jamiary [Notes’:
Number Name VZ |CLEC|VZ |CLEC[VZ |CLEC|vZ® |CLEC|[VZ. |[CLEC| .+,
OR-2-06-2320 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 100 10 L) 100 100 |a
2 Wire Digital Services
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Fimeliness - Requiring Loop Qualilication
OR-1-04-2341 | % On Time LSRC No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 00 [ae
OR-1-06-2341 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check _INA 100 0 100 100 Ibede
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness — Requiring Loop Qualification i
OR-2-04-2341 | % On Time LSR Reject No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100 le
OR-2-06-2341 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Faeility Check NA HOO 100 100 100 (hed.e
POTS / Special Services — Aggregate
OR-3 . Percent Rejects
OR-3-01-200{) I %0 Rejects 1.59 59.91 50.72 47.36 44.16
OR-4 - Timcliness of Completion Notification
OR-4-02-2000 ] Completion Nolice (BCN) - % On Time 97.46 95.83
0OR-4-05-2000 | Work Completion Notice (PCN) = % On Time 100 100
OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through :
OR-5-01-2000 | % Flow Through - Tutal 4377 51.30 44,18 41.54 47.61
OR-5-03-2000 | % Flow Through Achicved 90 47.35 Y3.94 v3.22 Au‘i‘{).ﬂ?
OR-6 - Order Accuracy .
OR-6-01-2000 | % Accuracy — Ordurs 91.31 93.7 90.29 92.98 96.58
OR-6-02-2000 ° | % Accuracy — Opportunilies 99.23 99.2 .
OR-6-03-2000 | % Accuracy - LSRC 100 99.77 0.62 0 0
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01-20000  |%: Order Conlirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Busincess Days 98.5 98.66 98.78 99.43 99.73
Special Services ~- Electronically Submitled
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-04-22140 | % On Time LSRC No Facility Check DSU NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-2211 | % On Time LSRC No Facility Cheek DS NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-22)3 | % On Time LSRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-2214 | % On llmc LSRC No Facility Chieck (Non DSO, DS1, & 100 o0 100 1K) 10 a

DS3) |
OR-1-06-2210 | % On Time LSRCFASRC Facility Check DSU NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2211 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS) - NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2213 [ % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA. NA NA )
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Metric Melric September Qctober November | December ;| Januvary {Notes:i
Number Name VZ |CLEC|VZ |[CLEC(VZ |CLEC|VYZ |[CLEC|VZ = |CLEC| °. -
OR-1-06-2214 | % On Tinme LSRC/ASRC Facitity Chieck (Non D50, DS, & 100 100 160 NA NA abe
DS3)
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness ‘ : .
OR-2-04-22000 { % Gn Time LSR Reject No Facility Check 8125 | 100 100 100 1wy b
OR-2-06-2200 | % On Time LSR/ASR Rejuect Facility Cheek NA NA NA 100 o |de
RESALE (PROVISIONING)
I’OTS - Provisioning — Total
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval .
PR-2-(4-2100 | Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) ' 3.5 7.67 132 4.5 ab
PR-2.05-2100 | Averape Interval Completed - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) NA NA 5 NA
I’R-4 - Missed Appoiniments
[PR-4-02-2100 | Average Delay Days — Total 325 13 10.69 15.67 |7.82 |5 6.13 |16 7.4 |1 abede

PR-4-03-2100 4 Missed Appointiment — Cuslonier 0.7 4.4 1.48 12.04 129 {3.59 1.21 1,23
PR-4-04-2100 | % Misscd Appointment - Verizon - Dispatch 9.1. [6.25 1641 |5.56 |10.86 [4.44 }11.64 |5 742 |3.45

- PR-4-05-2100 | % Missed Appaintment - Verizon - No Dispatch 028 |0 .04 0 0407 |0 003 |0 0.02 {0

o) PR-4-08-2100 ] % Missed Appt, — Customer — Late Order Conl. 0 (]

:..JJ PR-6 - Installation Quality .
PR-6-01-2100 | % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Duys 259 1337 231 {06 |1vR |20 1227 |0.64  |1BT 1355
PR-6-02-2100 | % Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days 147 (202 141 |0.71 -
PR-G-03-2100 | % Inst. Troubles reparted wi in 30 Days - FOR/TOK/CPE 228 fog 2,19 1195 188 (040 .64 1.55
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status .
PR-8-01-2100  |Open QOrders in a Hold Status > 3) Days .02 |0 0.0] |0 0.01 0 0.01 {0 ] {}
PR-8-02.2100  [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days Y 0 0.0 {0 .01 |0 0ol o { 0
POTS — Business
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2110 | Averape Interval Compleied - Total No Dispatch 078 1.4 0.05 |[1.43
PR-2-03-2110 | Average tnlerval Completed - Dispalch {1-5 Lines) 2.9 453 282 [3.71
POTS — Residence : ’
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval .
PR-2201-2120 1§ Averase Interval Completed - Tutal No Dispaich .71 o 0,57  |0.43 ah
PR-2-03-2120 { Average Inlerval Completed - Dispaich (1-5 Lines) 449 INA  ]455 |l h

LPOTS & Complex Agggéaie ) l l ( I l I l l | I ‘ ]
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Metric Metric September October _November | Decembei. | - January - |Notes:<"
Nuomber Name VZ [CLEC|VZ. [CLEC|VZ . |CLEC{VZ |CLEC|VZ . |CLEC| -
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-18-2103 | Average Interval Completed — Disconnects 292 2.9 [2.32 |3.37
2-Wire Digital Services
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2341 | Average Interval Completed - Total No Dispatch 163 1267 |1.92 ]1.36 i
PR-2-02-2341 | Average Interval Completed — Tolal Dispatch 5 NA 58 4 h
PPR-4 - Missed Appointments ’
PR-4-02-2341 | Average Delay Days — Tolal 367 INA. 16 NA NA NA 30 NA |2 NA
PR-4-03-2341 | % Misscd Appointment — Customer 4.44 |0 20.88 |0 26.79 [11.11] 5.88 0
PR-4-04-234| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispalch 5 NA 1.6 |0 0 0 0 4] 6.67 |0 b,cd.e
PR-4-05-2341 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch 0 { |0 0 { 0 0 0 0 0 9,60
PR-4-08-2341" | % Missed Appl. — Customer — Lale Order Conl. {) 0 { { 0 a
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-0-01-2341  [% Instal), Troubles Reported within 30 Days 028 |0 1.27 {0 0.88 10 085 ([0 . (037 ({0
PR-6-03-2341  |% Install, Troubles Reparted wfin 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE  [3.07 |0 072 |0 1.59- |0 3.57 4.R8
I’R-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status )
PR-8-01-2341  |Open Orders in a Hold Stitus > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 (} 0 i {) 0 il
PR-8-02-2341 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 o {) { 0 0 a
Special Services - Provisioning |
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval .
PR-2-01-22000 | Average Interval Compleled - Total Nu Dispatch 10 2 10,5 |1.67 a,b
PR-2-02-2200 | Average Interval Completed — Tulal Dispatch 125 |NA 10.45 |NA
PR-2-06-2200 | Average nterval Compleled — DSO 112.55 |NA 14 5 h
PR-2-07-2200 | Average Interval Completed — DS 124  |NA 8 NA
PR-2-08-2200 | Average Inlerval Completed - DS3 NA JNA [NA INA ‘
PR-2-18-2200 | Average [nterval Compleled — Disconncets 17.31 |4 14.92 14.33 a,b
PR-4 - Missed Appointments :
PR-4-01-2200 | % Missed Appointment - Verizon - Tolal
PR-4-01-2210 | % Missed Appointment - Verizon ~ DS0) 833 10 () 0 () NA 0 0 ] 0 a,bd,e
PR-4-(31-221 1 % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS 0 NA O NA |30 NA 06.67 |NA 50) NA
PR-4-01-2213 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon - DS3 NA INA [NA |NA |NA  [NA [NA [NA [NA NA
PR-4-01-2214 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon - Special Other 0 0 0 0 {) 1] 0o .o 0 0 abede
PR-4-02-2200 | Average Delay Days — Tolal 16 NA NA NA &9 NA 30 NA 6 . [NA

————
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Metric Metrie Seplember | .. October November |:-December ;] i January® = |Notegsi
Number Name VZ . |CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ [CLEC|VZ - |CLEC|VZ ~:|CLEC|%i:® i
PR-4-03-2200 | % Missed Appointent - Customer .33 |0 44.44 (0 42.5 |50 0 0
PR-4-08-22(0) { % Missed Appt. — Customer - Duc to Lale Order Conf. 0 0 0 ) 0 abede
PR-6- Installation Quality
PR-6-01-220) | % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days .59 |0 036 |0 209 |0 12 (} 091 10 ab.ed
PR-6-03-2200 | % Inst, Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - FOK/TOKICPE 235 0.24 1D .52 0 { .09  Jabed
PR-8 - Open Grders in a Hold Status :
PR-B-01-2200  [Open Orders ina Hold Status > 30 Days 125 |0 L 0 12.5 0 0 0 ] f) abede
PR-8-02-2200  [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 417 10 0 0 t) 0 0 dli 0 0 abede
RESALE (MAINTENANCE)
POTS - Maintenance
MR-2 = Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-{2-2100 { Network Trouble Report Rale — Loop 0.92 1026 {077 1029 057 029 067 {02 (.54 |00.25
MR-2-03-2100 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Olfice 0.4 |05 |06 004 [004. 003 005 006 1006 |04
MR-2-04-2100 | % Suhsequent Reporls ] 1159 19.64 (1031 [0 1171 [1.92 192 29
MR-2-05-2100 | 9% CPE/TOK/FOK Troublc Report Rate 082 [0.28 j0.65 030|051 [0.15 0.26 0.26
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-2110 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop Bus, 164 [9.76- [10,75 |4 10.65 [13.95 [13.94 [5.56 16,72 (4.76
MR-3-01-2§20 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop Res. 927 | 758 |0 844 |0 824 |0 g.01 o abede
MR-3-02-2110 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Olfice Bus. 1.81 (385 |0 V] 222 |0 6.25 [0 411 [5.26 [he
MR-3-02-2120 | % Missed Repair Appuointment — Central Otfice Res. 095 |0 224 INA  [521 |0 354 [NA (.47 [NA e
MR-3-03-2100 [% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment 4.12 1392 |4.08 ([7.02 285 |0 208 }
MR-3-04-2100 _[% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch B.13 |69  |5.52 |37
MR-3-05-2100 % Misscd Repair Appointment - Double Dispalch 3938 [20 40.16 |33.33 u,b
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals ) L
MR-4-01-2100 | Meun Time To Repair — Total 1729 |7.62 {155 J6.64 -[17.03 [7.97 [18.6 [833 [i674 |8.92
MR-4-02-2110 [ Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouhle - Bus. 10.36 |7.9 11.02 [7.38 |8.24 |B.64 [11.32 11046 [10.37 |1§.29
MR-4-02-2120 | Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Res. 2049 12735 [16.96 [9.41 [19.37 [10.58 [207 |5.07 [19.38 [12.32 abude
MR-4-03-2110 | Mean Time To Repair — Cenltral Office Trouhle - Bus. 242 2127 134 oy [382 |07 139 |22 4.07 [2.62 |b
MR-4-03-212() | Meun Time To Repair - Central Otfice Trouble - Res, 4 1.02 {466 |NA 7.8 |0.57 §5.42 |NA 605 [NA ne
MR-4-04-2100 | % Cleared (all iroubles) within 24 Hours 73.36 |{93.33 (81.24 [98.36 [77.24 [94.12 [71.12 U592 |78.18 [vy5.52
MR-4-06-2100 | % Out of Service > 4 Hours 75.66 |42.59 |80.36 |37.78 |79.97 (41.94 [82.35 |40.74 817 lev.2n
MR-4-07-2100 | %-Out of Service > 12 Hours _|54.06 |22.22 |50.58 |13.33 |54.5 {29.03 |59.67 [29.63 [55.4%8 [46.15
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tetric Metric September Ociober - | November | December- Jnnnary "INotes: .
Number Name ¥Z |CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ |CLEC|YVZ CLEC|YZ -~ CLEC S
MR-4-08-2110 | % Oul ol Service > 24 Hours - Bus, 5.3 0 455 {238 1281 6.9 B.09 (741 |[5.95 1588
MR-4-08-2120 | % Out ol Service > 24 Hours - Res. 29.18 {60 20.52 |0 249 |0 3172 NA 26.66 [0 ab,c
MR-5 ~ Repeat Trouble Reports '
MR-5-01-2100 , Y Repeat Reports within 30 Days 1594 |8 14.64 [9.84 11337 |9.8 13.86 j0.12. j13.56 ]13.43
2-Wire Digital Services - Maintenance
MR-2 ~ Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-2341 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 048 |0 0.79 |0 18 1.2 0.23 [0 036 |0
MR-2-03-2341 | Network Trouble Report Rale — Central Qffice |38 o 0.23 10.65 [0.32 [§.2 0.27 [0 036 |0
MR-2-114-2341 | % Subscquent Reporls 21.74 {NA 2143 |G 1316 j20 CINA NA b,c
MR-2-05-2341 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rale 242 1138 232 (325 [i39 |0 ENE 5.29
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments ‘ . _
MR-3-01-2341 | % Missed Repair Appointment - Loup 30 NA 17.65 |INA  |30.77 |0 60 NA |375 [INA I
MR-3-02-234 | | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Ollice 4] NA 40 0 14.29 |0 0 NA 25 NA  |be
MR-3-03-2341 {% CPIETOR/FOK - Missed Appointmenl 1373 |0 14 0 8.57 [NA 0 0 abd
MR-3-04-2341  [% Misscd Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch 120 NA 12143 |0 b
MR-3-05-234 1  |% Missed Repair Appaintment - Double Dispalch 20 NA 3333 INA
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-2341 | Mcan Time To Repair - Tolal Y49 INA  |7.61 [1.93 [8.62 |71 972 |NA 15.42 |NA he
MR-4-02-2341 | Mcun Time To Repair ~ Loop Trouble 1238 [NA 848 [NA 1909 [13.13 J17.76 [NA (2.1 |NA C
MR-4-03-2341 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble 587 |NA 465 |1.Y3 1652 - [L.OB 302 INA 1875 {NA  |he
MR-4-04-2341 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 94.44 INA 95.45 |100°  [93.94 [100  |90.9F [NA 87.5 ' INA h,e
MR-4-07-2341 | % Qui ol Service > 12 Hours ‘ 40 INA 2143 INA 3571 [0 40 |NA 4444 |[NA e
MR-4-08-2341 | % Out ol Service > 24 Hours 0 NA  [7.14 INA . {7.14 |0 [ NA 2222 |NA e
MR-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-(31-234 1 i D R_pc.tl Reporis within 1() Days 556 [NA 27.27 | 9.0 125 18.18 |NA 18.75 jNA b,
Special Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate )
MR-2-01-2200 § Network Trouble Report Rade 2 619 018 [0.14 |07 1014 04 009 ot 019

- IMR-2-05-2200 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble. Report Rule 0.2 0.1 10.23  |O.! 0.19  j0.51 0.32 0.38
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-(01-2200 l Meun Time To Repair - Total 5.25 |5.2 504 |4.31 ah
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Metric Melric September October November | - December || - January " . [Notesiy
Number Name VZ CLEC|VZ CLEC|VZ CLEC|VZ. |CLEC|VZ = |CLEC| '5':.‘3
MR-4-01-2216 | Mean Time To Repair — Total - Non DSO & DSO 457 (191 439 |8.28 296 272 lcde
MR-4-01-2217 | M Time To Repair — Total - DS1 & DS3 361 [NA .61 (NA  |3.89 |NA
MR-4-14-2200 { % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 100 - {100 97.83 100 ] ah
MR-4-04-2216 | % Cleared (alf troubles) within 24 Hours - Non D80 & DSO 100 100 100 100 L) 100 cde
MR-4-04-2217 | ¢ Clcared (all troubles) within 24 Hours - DST & DS3 100 NA 100 NA 100 NA
MR-4-06-2200 | % Out of Service > 4 Hours 46.15 150 40 30 . a,b
MR-4-06-2216 | % Oul of Service > 4 Hours - Non DSU & DSO . 50 4] 53.57 (10 |27.59 |33.33 [ede
MR-4-06-2217 | % Out ol Service > 4 Hours - DS1 & DS3 . ) 3846 |NA 70 NA 20 NA
MR-4-08-2200 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours. 0 0 222 [0 ' b
MR-4-08-2216 | % Out ol Servige > 24 Hours - Non DSO & DSO 0 ( 0 U )] (} cule
MR-4-08-2217 | % Out ol Service > 24 Hours - DS| & DS3 1) NA ( NA 0 NA
M R-5 - Repeat Troubie Heporis
MR-5-01-2200 I Ye Repeat Reports within 30 Days 25 75 21.74 166.67 [21.28 |66.67 [21.05 |50 11,76 |50 ahcede
UNE (ORDERING)
Platform ) I
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3143 | % On Time LSRC - Flow Through 10X) 100 86.67 100 1{H)
OR-1-04-3143 | % On"Time LSRC No Facility Cheek 100 104) 100 HO) 160 ahede
OR-1-116-3143 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 100 NA 100 100 NA aed
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness '
OR-2:02-3143 | % On Time LSR Rejeet - Flow Through 1) 90).91 100 100) g e
OR-2-04-3143 | % On Thine LSR Reject No Facitity Check HIG 18 NA 100 100 abde
OR-2-06-3143 | & On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA J00 - NA NA e
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6:01-3143 . | % Accuracy — Orders 07.64 934 90.28 100 UR d
OR-6-02-3143 | % Accuracy — Opportunilies 99.75 98.97
OR-6-03-3143 | % Accuracy — LSRC 99.42 98.62 {) it () cde
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01-3143 1% Order Cuninm.muanqcu\ sent within 3 Business Days 106 100 10 100 100
Loop/Pre-qualilied Complex/LNP -
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3331 | % On Time LSRC — Flow Through 100 100 100 100 98.65
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Metrie Melric September October " | November | December . | - January.- ' [Notes .
Number Name VZ |CLEC{VZ |CLEC|VZ |CLEC{VZ. |[CLEC|VZ [CLEC[ - &
OR-1-04-3331 | % On Thine LSRC No Facility Check 91.89 100 98.4 | 100 100
OR-1-06-3331 { % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 100 0o 100 96.43 97.22
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness -
OR-2.02-3331 | % On Time LSR Rejeet - Flow” ["I:ruuL_h 100 160 HO0 100 100
OR-2-04-3331 | % On Time LSR Reject No Facilily Check 93.94 {00 100 100 104
OR-2.06-333] % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Fagility Check 1100 100. 100 100 100 a,b
Oit-6 - Order Accuracy : -
OR-6-01-3331 [ % Accuracy - Orders 05.47. 99.26 93.37
OR-6-01-3332 | % Accuracy - Orders 98.56 98.27
OR-6-02-3332 | % Accuracy - Opportunities 99.79 99.63 _
OR-6-03-3331 | % Accuracy - LSRC 0.78 0 [.15
OR-6-03-3332 | % Accuracy —LSRC 49.74 99.54
OR-7 - Order Completeness )
OR-7-01-3330 [% Order Conlirnsation/Rejects sent within 3 Business Days 94.35 HH) 100 99.27 1¢4]
2 Wire Digital Services
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-1-04-3341 | % Oo Tune LSRC No Facility Check ' 100 140 NA NA NA ah
OR-1-06-3341. | % On Time LSRC/ASRC [Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Rejeet Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04-3341 | % On Time LSR Reject No FFacility Check NA NA NA NA NA.
OR-2-06-3341 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
2 Wire xDSL Loops '
OR-1 - Order Confirmalion Timeliness - Requiring Lm)!_Quahf'catlon .
OR-1-04-3342 | % On Time LSRC - No Facility Check 100) 100 106 100 100
OR-1-06-3342 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC - [Fucility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness — Requiring Loop Qualification )
OR-2-04-3342 | % On Time LSR Reject- No Facility Check 100 L0 100 1o 0o [abcde
OR-2.06-3342 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Faciliiy Cheek NA NA NA NA NA
2 Wire xDSL Line Sharing
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-1-04-3343 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check NA NA

- e e e —_—

o . e .
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Metric Metric ) September October November | December | ' January |[Notes' -
Numbeyr Name ‘[VZ [CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ |[CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ |CLEC| : :
OR-1-00-3343 { % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NA NA ' o

OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification - )

OR-2-04-3343 | 9% On Time LSR/ASR Reject- Na Facility Check NA NA

OR-2-006-3343 [ 9% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA

2 Wire xDSL. Line Sharing & Line Splitting :
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification .
OR-1-04-3340 | % On Time LSRC - No Facility Check : NA NA NA

OR-1-06-3340 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Fucility Check NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification

OR-2-04-3340 | % On Time LSR Reject- No Facility Check NA NA NA
OR-2-06-3340 | % On Time LSR/ASR Reject-Facility Check . NA NA NA

POTS / Speciul Services — Aggregale
OR-3 - Percent Rejects .
OR-3-01-3000 _| % Rejects (ASRs + LSRs) ' 55.09 40.74 37.63 31.52 27.13

- [{OR-4 - Timeliness of Completion Notification .

N OR-4-02-3000 | Completion Notice (BON) - 4% On Time . 100 6

S OR-4-05-3000 | Work Completion Nutice (PCN) - % On Tinic 100 1040
OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through -
OR-5-01-3000 | % Flow Through - Total 45.11 57.97 50.22 55.65 4717
OR-5-03-3000 | 9% Flow Through Achieved . 85.57 90.91 9t.34 90,14 BS.44

Special Services - Electronically Submitied
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness (ASRs + LSRs)

OR-1-04-3210 | % On Time LSRC No Facility Check  DS() ) ' NA NA NA NA NA

OR-1-04-3211 | % On Time LSRC No Fucility Check  DS| NA NA NA NA NA

OR-1-04-3213 | % On Time LSRC No Facility Check  DS3 NA NA NA NA NA

OR-1-04-3214 | % On Tinie LSRC Nu Facility Cheek (Non DS0, DS, & NA NA 100) 100 94.74

) D83 )

OR-1-06-3210 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSt NA < INA NA NA NA

OR-1-06-3211 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSI . : 100 88.24 100 1) 15 a

OR-1-06-3213 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facilily Check DS3 87.5 1) 100) 50 71.43 Jabhede

OR-1:06-3244 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check (Non DSU, DSI & TINA NA 100 16 100 Jede
DS3) '

OR-2 - Reject Timeliness (ASRs + LSRs)
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Metric Metric September October. | November | December.| Jamuary ~ [Notes?:
Numbec Naine , VZ |CLEC)VZ. |CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ [CLECI|VZ . :|CLEC|. '
OR-2-04-3200 | % On Time LSR Reject No Facility Check NA NA 100 100 100 |ede
OR-2-06-3200 | % On Time LSR/ASR Rejeet Facility Check 100 100 100 - 1100 00 . Jee
Special Services - FAX/MAIL Submitted .
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness o
OR-1-08-3210 | % On Time ASRC No Fucility Check DS0 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-08-3211 | % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS NA NA
OR-1-08-3213 | % On Time ASRC No Facility Check D32 NA NA
OR-1-08-3214 | % On Time ASRC No Facility Cheek (Non DSO, DST & NA NA
|183)
OR-1-10-3210 | % On Time ASRC Facility Check DS0 NA NA ]
OR-1-10-3211 | % On Time ASRC Facility Check DS NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3213 | % On Time ASRC Fucility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3214 | % On Time ASRC Facility Check (Non D50, DS1 & DS3) NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-08-32000 ] % On Time ASR Reject No Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-3200  j % On Time ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
UNE (PROVISIONING)
POTS - Provisioning -
I’R-2 - Average Compleled. lnlerval :
PR-2-01-311) Av Compicled Interval - Total No Dispaich - Hnl Cul Ltmp NA 5 b
PR-2-01-3122  {Av. Cumpleted dnterval - Total No Dispateh - Other (UNE__ 078 INA 1065 |NA
Swilch & INP}
PR-2-01-3140  1Av. Completed Iterval - Total No Dispatch - Platform 0.78 [045 (0.65 {0.22
PR-2-03-3112 " |Av. Compleied Tnterval - Dispatch (1-5 Lines) - Loop 29  INA 282 [NA.
PR-2-03-3140 [Av. Completed Interval - Dispateh (1-5 Lines) - Platform 2.9 NA 282 |3 b
PR-2-04-3112  [Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) — Loop 35 NA |32 NA
PR-2-04-3140  {Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) - Platform 3.5 NA  §3.2 NA
PR-2-05-3112  |Av. Completed Interval - Dispaich (>= 10 Lines) - Loop NA {NA |5 NA
PR-2-05-3140 * JAv. Completed Interval - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) - Platform |[NA - [NA |5 NA
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
|PR-4-02-3100 | Average Delay Days — Tolal 8.25 |NA H)L.69 [NA 7.82 |NA 6.13 [NA 7.14 13
PR-4-03-3100 { % Missed Appt. — Cuslomer 1.7 {0 148 (0 129 |0 () 2.5
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Mvletric Melric September October November December January Notes.”
Number Name vZ ({CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ [CLEC|VZ . |CLEC|VZ ~[CLEC|'" )
PR-4-04-3113 | % Missed Appt. — Verizan - Dispateh - Loop New 0.1 (} 041 [NA 10.86 |0 11.64 |0 742 16.67  |Jac
PR-A-04-3140 | % Missed Appl. — Verizon — Dispalch - Pliform 9.l 0 641 |0 10.86 10 t.04 |0 742 |0 abede
PR-4-04-3520 | % Missed Appt. — Verizan - Dispatch - Hot Cut Loop 9.1 - |0 641 |0 a,b
PR-4-005-311 % Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispalel - Huot Cut Loop .28 () 0.04 {) ah
PR-4-05-3121 | % Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispadch — Giher 0.28 |[NA |0.04 |NA
PR-4-05-3140 | % Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispateh - Platlorm 028 |0 004 |0 (.07 {0 0.03 0 002 |0
I’R-G - Installation Quality .
PR-6-01-3100 [ % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days - Loop 259 0 231 |0
PR-6-01-3112 | % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days - Loop 1 (111227 13.23 1187 1093
PR-0-01-3121 | % [nstallation Troubles reported within 30 Days - Platform 1259 [0 231 |0 1.98 0 227 1229 |87 |0
PR-6-02-3112 | % Instaflation Troubles reported within 7 Days - Loop 1.47 |1 141 10
’R-6:02-3121 S Installation Troubles yeported within 7 Days - Platform 1.47 |0 141 |0
PR-6-02-3520 o Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days - Flot Cut 1] 0 0 0 ( a
Loap .
PR-G-03-3E12 1 % Installation Troubles ieported within 30 Days - 228 |0 2.19 |0 1LBR |2.22 ) {
FOK/TOK/CPE - fLoop
PR-6-03-3121 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days - 228 256 219 |0 I.BR |9 {} 0
FOKSTOKICPE - 'latform
I’R.-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-3100  [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 1(1 Days 0oz |0 n.or o 001 {4 0.01 |0 ( 0
PR-8-02-3100  [Open Orders in o Hold Status > 90 Days 0 () 001 0 001 [ 0.01 |U. 0 1]
PR-9-01-3520 % On Time Performance — Hot Cut 100 100 100 1D ’ 100) ah
PR-9-1}8-35200 | Average Duration ol Service Interruption NA NA NA NA NA
PoTs & Complex Aggregate
2-Wire Digital Services
PR-2 - Average Conpleted Interval : g
PR-2-01-3341 | Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 1163 |NA 1.92 INA
PR-2-02-3341 Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispalch 5 NA 58 NA
" [PR-4 - -Alissed Appointments
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Metric Metric September | - October November | .Décember:| January: |Notes -
Number Name VZ |CLEC|VZ- |[CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ‘® |CLEC|VZ . |CLEC| ' 3
PR-4-02-3341 | Average Delay Days — Total 167 |INA |6 NA [NA [NA |30 NA |2 NA
PR-4-03-3341 | % Misscd Appointinent — Customer 444 |0 20.88 [0 26.79 |NA - NA NA
PR-4-004-334} % Missed Appointiment ~ Verizon — Dispaich 5 U 1.69 |0 0] NA ] NA 6.67 [NA ab
PR-4-005-3341 | % Missed Appointment — Verizun — No l)nsp.m.h () NA (i NA |U NA ] NA 0 NA
- |PR-6 -Installation Quality . : )
PR-6-01-334] %: Install. Troubles Reported within M) D.tys .28 |0, 1.27 o 3.51 [NA. [4.16 [NA 3.74 |NA ab
PR-6-03-3341 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 7 jos 072 (0 0.59 [NA NA NA a,b
FOK/TOK/CPE: '
I’R-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-B-0§-3341 | Open Orders in a Hold Stalus > 30 Days U 0 0 ] NA |0 NA ™ |0 NA  lab
P'R-8-02-3341 | Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 1) 0 ) 0 0 NA |0 NA 10 NA |ab .
2-Wire xDSL Loops :
I'R-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-3342 | Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch NA NA
PR-2-02-3342 [ Av. Interval Completed - Total Dispatch 6 1.67 ah
I'R-d4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3342 | Average Delay Days - Tatal la 2 NA |35 NA  |NA NA  [NA NA NA  Jab
1PR-4-03-3342 | % Missed Appointment - Customer 043 1357 |0 0 046 |0 - [0 0
PR-4-104-3342 | % Missed Appointment - Verizon - Dispatch 0 0 0 0 0
PR-4-14-3342 | % Cuompleted On Time (with Serial Number) NA NA NA NA NA
PR-6 - Installation Quality : .
I"R-6-01-3342 | % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 2.59 |0 231 |0 351 J2.63 |46 [ 3.74 |3.B5
PR-6-03-3342  } % Instadl, Troubles Reporied within 30 D.l)"- - 24 0 228 [10.8] |1.96 [2.63 7.14 0
~ [FOK/TOK/CPE -
PR-8 - Ogen Orders in a Hold Status
|PR-8-001-3342 | Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 833 |0 111 o {) 0 {) {) 1] {0
PR-8-02-3342 | Open Orders in a Hold Status > 80 D.iys 833 |0 0 " |0 0 0 0 O () 0
2-Wire xDSL Line Sharing '
IPR-2 - Average Completed Interval
I'R-2-01-3343 | 'Av. Interval Completed - Total No Dispaich 302 INA 297 |NA
PR-2-02-3343 | Av. Intcrval Completed — Total Dispatch 3 NA [3.13 [NA
IPR-4 - Missed Appoiniments . ) .
PR.4-02-3343 | Average Delay Days — Tolul 2 NA [NA [NA 3 NA [NA ~[NA_ [t NA
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Metric Metric September October November | December | . January |Noles®:’
Number Naine VZ |CLEC{VZ |CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ" . |CLEC|VZ :|CLEC| "~ "%
PR-4-03-3343 | % Missed Appointment — Custoner . 043 [NA |0 NA 086 |NA NA NA
PR-4-04-3343 | % Missed Appoinunent - Verizon — Dispaich A0 NA |0 NA |0 NA 10 NA |0 NA
PR-4-015-3343 | % Missed Appointiment — Verizon — No Dispaich 088 INA 0 NA {031 [NA {0 NA (1.34  {NA
PR-6 - Installation Quality
"R-6-01-3343 [ % {nstatl. Troubles Reported within 30 Dy 0.43  INA .33 |NA (.29 INA  J0.25 INA .65 |NA
PR-6-03-3343 | % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 299 INA M4 NA 258 INA NA JNA
FOKSTOK/CPE
IR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-3343 | Open QOrders in o Hotd Stuus > 30 Days 0 NA { NA |0 NA 0. NA 0 NA
PPR-B-(12-3343 | Open Orders in a Hold Sttus > 90 Days ) NA 0 NA O NA 0O NA |0 NA -
2-Wire xDSL Linc Splitting B
PR-4 Missed Appointments . . .
PR-4-02-3345 | Average Delay Days - Total 3 NA [NA |NA f NA
PR-4-04-3345 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch 0 NA |0 NA 0 NA
PR-4.05-3345 | % Missed Appuotniment — Verizon — No Dispateh 031 INA ) NA - 034 INA
I'R-6 - Installation Qualily
PR-6-01-3345 1 % lastall. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 0.29  |NA 0.25  |NA 0.65 [NA
PR-6-03-3345 | % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 2,58 INA NA NA
FOR/TOR/CPE '
PR-8 - Open Orders in-a Hold Statug
PR-B-01-3345 | Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days () NA [0 NA |0 NA
PR-8-12-3345 | Open Orders in a Hold Stus > 90 Days 0 NA |0 NA |0 NA
Special Services - Provisioning
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-3200 | Av. Interval Completed — Totad No Dispatch i NA 1.5 122,17 b
PR-2-02-3200 | Av. Interval Completed - Total Dispatch 125 |14 10.45 |28.5 ah
PR-2-06-3200 | Av. Interval Completed - DSO ' 12.55 |[NA 14 7.5 b
[PR-2-007-3200 Av. Tntevval Completed — DS 124 12.33 |8 I a,b
PR-2-08-3200 | Av. Interval Completed — DS3 NA INA [NA |NA _
PR-2-08-3512 | Av. Interval Completed — Totad - EEL - Loop 19 48 - ab
P'R-4 . Missed Appuintments
PPR-4-0-3200 .} % Missed Appuiniment — Verizon — Tuoll
PR-4-01-3210 | % Missed Appointinient — Verizon — DSQ 8.33 INA 0 NA |0 0 ] NA |0 NA o
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FCC02-118 -

Metrie Metric Seplember. October November | Decembér January - |Notes ;.

Number Name YZ CLEC|vZ '(CLEC|VZ CLEC|VZ CLECI|VZ CLEC| . .

PR-4-01-3211 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS 1 0 0 0 30 0 66.67 0 50 14.29 Jabcede

PR-4-01-32113 % Missed Appoimment ~ Verizon - DS3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

PR-4-01-3214 | % Missed Appointmenl — Verizon — Special Other 0 INA |0 NA |0 NA |0 NA [0 NA

PR-4-01-3510 | % Missed Appointiment - Verizon - Total - EEL 3] 3333 [0 [6.67 |30 25 66.67 |0 50 - o abhede

PR-4-01-3530 1 % Missed Appoiniment - Verizon — Total: 1DF NA 0 NA 6l NA NA NA 0 NA 50 abde

I'R-4-02-3200 | Average Delay Duys - Totl 16 NA  INA ! 89 NA 30 NA |6 21 b

PR-4-02-3510 | Average Deluy Days - Totd - EEL NA I NA |26 89 49 30 NA |6 NA  fabge

PR-4-02-35300 | Average Delay Days — Total - IOF NA NA NA 21 NA NA NA - INA NA 72 b
CIPR-4-03-3200 | % Missed Appointinent — Customer 833 25 14444 |10 42.5 |66.07 190 63.64

PR-4-03-3510 | % Misscd Appointnent — Customer - EEL. NA 66.67 |NA 33,33 |20 0 o0 33.33

PR-4-08-3200 " | % Missed Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conl. 0 0 14.29 0 0 a,c

PR-6 - Installation Quality ' .

PR-6-001-3200 | 9% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days | 0.59 |0 .36 1625 |2.09  [28.57 |i2 .69 091 o #,6

PR-6-03-3200 | % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE 235 |0 0.24 |0 (.52 |0 6 0 ac

I’R-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status :

PR-R-01-3200 Open Orders in a Hold Stas > ) Days 125 0 IR 1] 2.5 0 () 0 3 [}l ahoede

PR-8-02-3200 Open Orders in a Hold Status > 91} Days 4.17 {0 0 (J a, {1 { i} {} 1

UNE (MAINTENANCLE)

Maintenance - POTS Lu'op

MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate

MR-2-02-1550 | Network Trauble Repuort Rite - Loop 092 10 077 021 (057 (0.4 0.07 J0.74 {058 10,33

MR-2-03-3550 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.14 |0 0.06 |0 0.04 (0.2 0os |0 .06 |0

MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointmenis

MR-3-01-3550 | % Missed Repair Appoininent - Loup 10.14 {NA 791 |0 8§84 |0 8.94 0 936 )0 bu.de

MR-3-02-3550 | % Missed Repuir Appointment - Central Ofitce 1.24  |NA 1.58 |NA 426 |0 4.35 |NA 239  [NA C

MR-4 - Trouble Durativn Intervals _ )

MR-4-01-3550 | Mcun Time To Repair - Tutal 17.29 |NA 155 .68 17.03 (7.1 18.6 [5.2 16.74 12.91 bede
IMR-4-02-3550 | Mean Time To Repuir - Loop Trouble 19.44 |NA 16.36 |0.68 |{17.83 [8.35 [19.59 5.2 17.97 |2.91 hede

MR-4-133-3550 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Olfice Trouble 346 |NA 168 |NA 611 |4.62 [4.81 NA 5.36  [NA ¢

MR-4-07-3550 | % Oul of Service > 12 Hours 54.06 [NA 5058 |0 54.5 (50 59.67 |0 55.48 (0 bede

MR-4-08-3550 | % Oul of Service > 24 Hours 2577 |NA 18.83 [0 2665 (| 28.76 |0 2304 [0 bede

.

i
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Metric Metric September .October November Deceinber | January. . |Notes':
Number Name vZ |CLEC|vz |CLEC|vz |CLEC|VZ [CLEC|vz ' |CLEC|"
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports :

MR-5-01-3550 [ % Repeat Reparts within 30 Days 1594 [NA  [14.64 |0 13.37 10 13.86 [25 13.56 |V hude
Maintenance - POTS Platform

MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate

MR-2-02-3140 | Network Trouble Repart Rate = Plilorm 0.92 |05 077 (0.64 1057 i1 [0.67 (113 [0.58 |08
MR-2-03-3140 |} Network Trouble Report Ride — Central OHlice 014 o7 oo o .04 |0 0.05 019 006 O
MR-2.04-3140 | 9% Suhscqucnl Repurts 11.59 |20 10.31 |0 .70 22.22 0 abu.e
MR-2-05-3140 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate .82 |0.66 |0.65 10.32 051 [0.16 0.57 .54

MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments

MR-3-01-3144 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Platform Bus, {164 13333 [10.75 |0 .65 [0 13.94 0 16.72 [100 jhede
MR-3-01-3145 | % Missed Repair Appointment - Platform Res, v.27 INA  17.58 [0 8.44 1 8.24 10 B.OI INA be.d
MR-3-02-3144 | % Missed Repair Appeintinent — Central Office Bus. 1.8 |0 0 NA 222 JNA (.25 |NA 411 NA a
MR-3-012-3145 | % Missed Repaie Appointment — Central OfTice Res, 095 |NA  [2.24 (NA [5.21 [NA 354 - | 147 [NA [d
MR-3-03-314D |% CPETOK/IFOK - Missed Appaoiniment - Plaiform 412 |0 4.08 [0 2.85 [0 0 {} abede
MR-3-04-3140 {94 Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch 813 125 552 |0 a,b
MR-3-05-3140 {9 Missed Repair Appointment - Duuble Dispaich 3938 [NA 40.16 |NA

MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals :

MR-3-01-3140 | Mean Tone To Repair — Total 17.29 [8.5 15.5  [4.02  |17.03 103010 [18.6 42760 16,74 |23.71 |abude
MR-4-02-3144 | Mean Time To Repair — Loop Treuble - Platform - Bus. 1036 J1EOR [T1.02 |29 8.24 |64 11132 {677 1037 |23.73 |abcde
MR-4-02-3145 1 Mean Tine To Repuir — Loop Trouble - Platform - Res. 200,49 INA 1696 |5.15 [19.37 [15.54 20.7 {1236 1938 INA h.ed
MR-4-03-3144 § Mean Time To Repair — Centrid Odfice Trouble - Bus. 242 [0.73 1.3 [NA 3182 [NA 339 INA 4.07  INA Y
MR-4-03-3145 | Mean Time To Repair — Centrad Oltice Trouble - Res, 4 NA 4.66 [NA 7.18 |NA 542 |25 6.05 [NA dJ
MR-4-04-3i40 {1 % Cleared (all rouhles) within 24 Hours 73.36 |HOD 81.24 (100 T1.24 (100 T2 1100 7818 (100 a,b,c.d,e
MR-4-06-3140 | % Oul ol Service > 4 Hours 75.66 [33.33 {8030 {33.33 |79.97 |50 §2.35 [40 Bl1.7 INA ahed
MR-4-007-3 14} | % Out of Service > 12 Hours 54.06 [33.33 [5058 (0 545 150 [59.67 Ja0 [s5.48 [NA  fabcd
MR-4-08-3144 | % Out ol Scrvice > 24 Hours - Bus, 5.3 0 4.55 |0 281 {0 809 o 5495 |NA abed
MR-4-08-3145 | % Oui ol Service > 24 Hours - Res, 29.18 |NA 20.52 0 249 [0 3172 |0 26.66 |NA h.ed
MR-5 - Repeal Trouble Reporls

MR-5-01-3140} | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 1594 |0 14.64 |0 13.37 [0 1386 |28.57 |13.56 |0 hede
2-Wire Digilal Services - Maintenance

MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
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Metric Metric September October- | November | December January |Notes *
Nuniber Name VZ |CLEC|VZ |[CLEC|VZ '|CLEC|vZ CLEC|VZ CLEC] ...
MR-2-02-3341 | Network Trouble Report Rale - Loop 048 [0 079 |0 0.58 [0 0.67 U 0.58 |0 ahede
MR-2.03:3341 | Network Trouble Report Rite - Central Qffice 0.38 |0 .23 [0 0.04 |0 005 [0 0.06 |0 abcde
MR-2-04-3341 | % Subscquent Reports 2114 [NA 21.43 |NA 11.74 INA NA NA
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3341 | 9 Missed Repair Appointment = Loaop 30 NA 1765 |NA  [9.13 [NA  |9.05 [NA 947 [NA
MR-3-02-3341 | % Missed Repair Appaintinent — Central Olfice 0 NA |40 NA 1473 INA M9 INA [3.23 |[NA

MR- - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-3341 {Mecan Time To Repair - Total 949 |NA  |7.6]1 [NA 16.9  [NA [8.56 |[NA- 1673 |NA
MR-4-02-3341 |Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 12.38 |NA 848 |NA 1772 INA  [19.59 |NA 17.94 [NA
MR-4-03-3341  |Meun Time To Repair - Central Olfice Trouble 5.87 [NA 4.65 [NA 6.13  |NA 475 INA 585 |NA.
MR-4-07-3341 | % Out ol Service > 12 Hours ‘ 4() NA 21.43 iNA 54.34 [NA . }59.50 |NA 55.42 INA
MR-4-08-3341 |% Out ol Service > 24 Hours 10 NA 7.4 - INA 21.52 |NA 28.60 {NA 23.03 |NA
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports . . !
MR-5-01-3341 % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 556 |NA  127.27 [NA  |13.3 [NA 11388 [NA  [13.59 [NA
2-Wire xD5L Loops - Maiantenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-31342 |'Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 017 |0 005 (044 058 038 [0.67 |0.35 058 {032
MR-2-03-3342 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 0.06 (0 0 - 044 |0.04 |0 0.05 035 (o6 O
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointiments .
MR-3-01-3342 | % Missed Repair Appointment - Loop { NA 0 0 913 |0 905 o Q47 | hede
MR-3-02-3342 { % Misscd Repair Appointment — Ceatral Office 0 NA |0 10 473 INA 419 [0 323 [NA bhd
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals . )
MR-4-002-2342  (Mecan Time To Repair - Loup Trouble 7.72 |NA i9.59 2.9 17.72 |1.6 19.59 {0.02 1794 455 ibh,cde
MR-4-03-3342  |Mcan Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble 11.08 [NA 1498 |1.6 613 |NA  |4.75 [1.82 {585 |NA b,d
MR-4-07-3342 % Out of Service > 12 Hours 25 NA o |0 54.34 |0 59.56 [0 55.42 |0 hede
MR-4-08-3342 % Qut ol Service > 24 Hours ) NA |0 0 21.52 |0 28.60 |0 2303 0 bede
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports

- IMR-5-01-3342 I'Z- Repeal Reports within 30 Days 4() NA 75 3333 133 |50 13.88 }0 13.59 |0 hede
2-Wire xISL Line Sharing - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate .
MR-2-002-3343 ! Network Trouble Report Rale - Loop 0.17 [INA 015 [NA (027 (NA 0.08 [NA 012 [NA




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118
Metric iMetric . September October November December Jamiary . [Notes °
Number Name - " ' V7 CLEC|VZ CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ - [CLEC| -~ =
MR-2-03-3343 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Olfice 0.06 INA {0 NA [0 NA [0 7 INA |0 NA
MR-3 - Missed Reprair Appointments
MR-3-01-3343 | % Missed Repair Appointiment - Loop 1) NA |0 NA |0 NA 3333 INA |0 . |NA
MR-3-02-3343 | % Missed Repuir Appointnient — Central Olfice {} NA |} NA |0 NA NA NA ] NA
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals ' ’ . .
MR-4-02-3343  |Meun Tune To Repair - L()np Trouble ] 172 INA 19.59 |NA 16,36 |NA 9.95 |NA 421 NA
MR-4-003-3343  |Mean Time To Repair - Central Oflice Trouble [1.08 INA ~ |14.98 |NA {2588 |NA NA NA 12.78 [NA
MR:4-04-3343  |% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours . 100 [NA 100 [NA. |57.14 |NA 0 |NA 100 |NA
MR-4-07-3343 |9 Out of Service > 12 Hours ' 25 NA 100 |NA 7143 |NA 3333 [INA 140 NA
MR-4-08-3343  [% Cut ol Service > 24 Hours - ) 0 NA 0 NA 42.86 [NA 1] NA 0 NA
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports - ) :
MR-5-011-3343 [% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 40 NA |75 NA  |85.71 [NA  166.67 [NA [0 NA
2-Wire xDSL Line Splitting - Maintenance ‘
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate :
- MR-2-02-3345 | Netwaork Trouble Report Rate - Loop ) ] 027 [NA (LOB  INA 0,12  [NA
LD [MR-2-03-3345 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 0 NA |0 NA {0 NA
= MR- - Missed Repair Appointments ' .
MR-3-001-3345 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop ) . 0 NA 31.33 [NA {0 NA
MR-3-02-3345 | % Misscd Repair Appointment — Central Oflice 0 NA NA  |NA 0 NA
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals ' : ' '
MR-4-02-3345  [Muean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble - 16,36 [NA  [9.95- |NA  |4.21 [NA
MR-4-03-3345  |Meun Time To Repair - Central Oflice Trouble . 25.88 INA NA NA 1278 |NA
MR-4-04-3345 |% Cleared (all trouhles) within 2d Hours ’ 5714 |NA 100 NA 100 NA
MR-4-07-3345 |% Ouwl ol Service > 12 Howrs ' 71.43 [NA 33.33 [NA 40 NA
MR-4-08-3345 |% Out of Service > 24 Hours . ' 42.86 |NA ( NA 0 NA
NMR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports . -
MR-5-01-3345 ]‘Z Repeat Reportls within 3 Duys B3.71 |NA 60.07 |NA ) NA
Special Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate .
MR-2-01-3200 | Network Trouble Report Rale 0.2 0 0.18 11.89 047 (256 [0.14 |16 (.12 |0
MR-2-05-3200 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.2 0 0.23 11.89 |19 |0 0.8 1.5
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals ' ' -
MR-4-011-32000 | Mean Time To Repair - Total 525 [NA  [5.04 [5.36 b
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Metric Metric September | October November Décentber | . January, * |Notes:
Number Name VZ |CLEC|VZ |CLEC|vZ - |CLEC|VZ |CLEC|VZ':: [CLEC|". ¥
MR-4-01-3216 | Mcan Time To Repair — Total - Non DSO & DS0 : 4,57 |NA 439 |NA 296 [NA
MR-4-01-3217 | Mcan Time To Repair — Total - DS1 & DS3 - _ 361 1977 (460 [442 |3.89 INA  Jed’
MR-4-004-3200 [ % Cleared (all troublesj within 24 Hours 100 INA 97.83 1100 . b
MR-4-04-3216 | % Cleared (adl troubles) within 24 Hours - Nun DSO & DSO 100 NA 100 NA (100 NA .
MR-4-04-3217 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours - DS1 & DS} ' 1(M) 100 100 100 100 NA c.d
MR-4-06-3200 | % Oul ol Service > 4 Hours ’ 46.15 |[NA 40 50 ' : b
MR-4.06-3216 | % Out ol Sérvice > 4 Hours - Non DS & DS0 . 50 NA 53.57 [NA 27.59 [NA
MR-4-06-3217 | % Out of Scrvice > 4 Hours - DS1 & DS3 : 38.46 [100 {70 100 |20 NA cd
MR-4-08-3200 | 9 Qut of Service > 24 Hours ] NA 222 |o ) b
MR-4-08-3216 | % Oul ol Service > 24 Hours - Non DSO & DS0 (} NA 0 NA () NA
MR.-4-08-3217 | % Ouwt of Service > 24 Hours - DS1 & DS3 . 0 0 0 ] i) NA cd
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports ) . ,

MR-5-0§-3200 | % Repear Repurts within 30 Days 25 NA 21.74 0 21.28 10 20.05 |0 11,76 |NA b d
TRUNKS : '

- ORDERING

% OR 1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness . ,

N2 L [OR-1-12-50200 | % On Time FOC (<= 192 Forceasted Trunks) NA - NA NA INA NA
OR-1-12-5030 | % OnTime FOC (> 192 and Unlorecasted Trunks) - [NA NA 100 100 00 Jed,e
OR-1-13-50200 | % On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) NA NA L0 100 00 fede
OR-1-19-5020 | % On Time Resp. - Request {or Inbound Augment Trunks NA 10 100 100 110G hede

© (<= 192 Forceasted Trunks) .
OR-1-19-5030 9% On Time Resp. - Reguest for Inbound Augment Trunks (> C {100 NA NA NA NA 2
192 Forccasted Trunks) ' : '
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness . :
OR-2-11-5000 | Avernge Trunk ASR Reject Time (<= 192 Forecasled Trunks) NA NA
OR-2-12-5000 | % On Time Trunk-ASR Rejeut (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) NA NA NA NA NA
PROVISIONING )
’'R-1- Average Interval Offered
PR-1-09-5020  [Av. Interval OfTered — Total (<=, 192 Forceasted Trunks) 25 NA NA NA - |NA NA 18 NA 18 NA
PR-1-09-5030  |Av. Interval Offered — Total (> 192 & Unlorccasted Trunks)  [NA NA NA NA 18 NA Na NA 15.67 [NA
I'R-2 - Average Interval Completed '
PR-2-00-5020 | Av. Interval Completed - Total (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) INA  |NA NA  INA ]

7 “ ’ ' o
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If'ederal Communications Commission FCC 02-118
Metric Meiric September - | October . |- Nyveinber ‘| Déecembei.] * January Notes.
Number Name . : vz [cLEC|vZ |[cLEClvZ |[CLECIVZ = |CLEC|VZ. |CLEC]. - i
PR-2-09-5030  |.Av. lnierval Completed ~ Tuotal (> 192 & Unlorecasted NA NA NA NA ’
‘ Trunks}

PR-d - Missed Appointinent .
PR-4-031-5000 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon ~ Total 0 0 043 o () 0 Y 0 0 0
PR-4-02-5000  |Average Delay Days - Total NA NA 14 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
PR-4-03-5000 | % Missed Appointment — Customer 732 [0 20.6  |28.57 |13.75 |38.78 38.83 70.3
PR-4.07-3540) | Y% On Time Perfonmance - LNP Only 100 100 100 96.97 104)
R-5 - Facitity Missed Orders
PR-5-01-5000 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon - Facilities 0 NA {0 NA [0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-5-02-5000 | % Orders Held for Facilitics > [5 Days 0 NA  { NA U 0 0 { 0 0
PR-5-03-3000 | % Orders Held For Facilities > 60 Days 0] NA 0 NA 0] 0 0 ] 0 0
IPR-6 — Installation Quality .
PR-G-01-5000 | % Installation ‘Froubles reporied within 30 Days 4 0 ] ! 0 ] 1t AR L 0.04
PR-6-03-5000 | % Inst, Trouhles reported within 30 Days - FOK/TOK/CPE |0 ) ) ) 0 0 it} N

~J PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status

% PR-8-G1-5000  |Open Orders in o Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 { 172 |0 I1.58 |0 T.08 |0

b PR-§-02-5000  |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 () 0 0] 0 Y] 11.58 | 4.18 )
MAINTENANCE
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate _
MR-2-(H -5000 I Netwark Trouble Report Rate 0 0 0 0 0 U (V] 02 30 .03
M R-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-5000 [ Mean Tiime To Repair - Tutal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA .22 |NA 206 |de
MR-4-04-5000 | % Cleared {all vroubles) within 24 Hours NA NA NA NA NA NA NA {ili] NA 1) de
MR-4-05-5000 | % Out of Scrvice > 2 Hours NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 NA 33.33 |de
MR-4-06-5000 | %: Out of Scrvice > 4 Hours NA NA NA NA NA NA NA |0 NA () de
MR-4-(7-5000 | % Out ol Service > 12 Hours NA INA [NA. |NA |NA JNA [NA [0 NA |0 de
MR-4-08-5000 | % Oul of Service > 24 Hours NA NA_  [NA NA NA NA NA () NA 0 de
M-S — Repeat Trouble Report Rates
NMR-5-01.5000 l G Repeal Reports within 30 Days NA NA NA NA NA  |NA NA O NA 0 e
NETWORK PERFORMANCE
NP-1 ~ Percent Final Trunk Group Blockage ]
NP-1-01-5000 1 % Final Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking Stundard 6.67 |0 0 () - |0 U 0 i} { 0 .. Jub
NP-1-02-5000 | % TG Exceeding Blocking Std. ~(No Exceptions) 667 |0 9] 0 4] 0 0 0 ( 9.0 b
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Metric Metric September October November | -December™ | ;.January.-
Number Name . VZ CLECVZ |CLEC|VZ CLEC|VZ =" [CLEC|VZ - |CLEC|:"
NP-1-(3-5000 | Number FYG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 2 Months 0 0 0 0 0
NP-104-5000 | Number FTG Excecding Blocking S1d. — 3 Months 0 0 0 0 0
NP-2 - Collocation Performance - New
NP-2-01-6701 | %: On Time Response to Request for Physical Collocation NA NA 100) NA NA ¢
NP-2-02-6701 % On Time Response o Request Tor Virtual Collogation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-03-6701 | Average Tnterval — Physical Collacation ' 76 NA 61 76 NA
NP-2-04-6701 | Average Interval — Virlual Collocation NA NA- NA NA NA
NP-2-05-670! % On Time — Physical Collocation 100 NA 100 100 NA acd |
NP-2-06-6701 | % On Time -~ Virtual Collocation NA NA - NA NA NA
NI*-2-07-611 | Average Delay Days ~ Physicul Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-08-6701, | Average Delay Days ~ Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2 - Collocation Performance - Augment
NP.2-01-6702 | % On Time Response Lo Request for Physical Collocation 100 NA NA NA 100 |a
NP-2-02-6702 % On Time Response 1o Request Tor Virtlual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-03-6702 | Average Intervad - Physical Collucwdion - 76 days- ) G7 71 66 51 NA
NP-2-03-6712 | Average Interval — Physical Collocation - 45 Days ] 00 NA NA
NP-2-04-6702 | Average Interval - Yictual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-005-6702 | % On lime — Physical Collocation - 76 days 1{{) 100 1100 100 NA ahcd
NP-2-05-6712 % On ‘Time - Physical Collocation - 45 Days 100 NA NA C
NP-2-06-6702 | % On Time - Virtual Colluocation NA NA NA NA . NA
NP-2-07-6702 | Average Deluy Days ~ Physical Collocation” NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-08-6702 | Average Deluy Days ~ Vinual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA

)

o
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Abbreviations:

NA = No Aclivity.

UD = Under Development.

NEF = No Existing Functionality

blank cell = No data provided.

VZ = Verizon retail analog. Il no data was provided, the mettric may have a benchmark.

Notes:

a = Sumple Size under 10 for September.
b = Sample Size under 10 for October.

c = Sample Size under 10 for November.
d = Sample Size under 10 for December.
e = Sample Size under 10 for January.
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Appendix C

‘Massachusetts Performance Metrics

969L

All data included here are taken from the Massachusetts Carrier-to-Carrier Reports. This table is provided as a reference tool for the
convenience of the reader. No conclusions are to be drawn from the raw data contained in this table. Our analysis is based on the
totality of the circumstances, such that we may use non-metric evidence, and may rely more heavily on some metrics more than others,

. in making our determination. The inclusion of these particular métrics in this table does not necessarily mean that we relied on ali of
these metrics or'that other metrics may not also be important in our analysis. Some metrics that we have relied on in the past and may
rely on for a future application were not included here because there was no data provided for them (usually either because there was
no activity, or because the metrics are still under development). Metrics with no retail analogue provided are usually compared with a
benchmark. Note that for some metrics during the period provided there may be changes in the metric definition, or changes in the
~retail analogue applied, making it difficult to compare the data over time. :
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AGGREGATE METRICS
s-'f;&«;‘* = R AT SR,
ity NoZ s .;?i’*’ i .ﬁn@_wﬂ.ﬁ g 1 ni.:g«ggﬁﬁ‘é
Preorder and OSS Ava:labzhty QOSS Interf. Avail. — Tolal ‘
MR-1-01 |Create Trouble 0SS Interf. Avail - Prime Time - Electronic
MR-1-02 |Status Trouble : {Bonding
MR-1-03 [Modify Trouble ‘ PQO-2-03 0SS Interf. Avail - Non-Prime - Electromc Bondmg
MR-1-04 [Request Cancellation of Trouble PO-4-01 1% Notices Sent on Time - CLEC-Orig.
MR-1-05 [Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuit) - PO-4-02 |Change Mgmt. Notice - Delay 1-7 Days - CLEC
MR-1-06 [Test Trouble (POTS Only) - :  |Orig.
OR-1-02 |% On Time LSRC - Flow Through : PO-8-01 |Average Response Time - Manual Loop
OR-1-04 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check Qualification ;_‘
~ OR-1-06 {% On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check : PO-8-02 |Average Response Time - Engineering Record
D OR-1-08 [% On Time ASRC No Facility Check (Non DSQ, Request -
~ DS1 & DS3) Change Mdnagement, Billing, OS/DA, Interconnection and
OR-1-10 |% On Time ASRC Facility Check DSO Collocation: _
OR-1-12 [% On Time FOC BI-1-02_ |% DUF in 4 Business Days
OR-1-13 |% On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) BI-2-01 [Timeliness of Carrier Bill -
OR-1-19 | % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment BI-3-01 |% Billing Adjustments - Dollars A iistcd
Trunks ] BI-3-02  {% Billing Adjustments - Number of Adjustments
PO-1-01 [Customer Service Record NP-1-01 1% Final Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking Standard
PO-1-02 |Due Date Availability NP-1-02 1% FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. —(No Exceptions)
PO-1-03 |Address Validation NP-1-03 {Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. - 2 Months
PO-1-04 |Product & Service Availability NP-1-04 |Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 3 Months’
PO-1-05 [Telephone Number Availability & Reservation ' NP-2-01 |% On Time Response to Request for Physmal
PO-1-06 |Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) Collocation
PO-1-07 {Rejected Query . |NP-2-02 |% On Time Response to chuesl for Virtual
PO-1-08 |% Timeouts | Collocation -
|PO-1-09 |Parsed CSR : INP-2-03 |Average Interval — Physical Collocation ]
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NP-2-04 |

Averagc Int‘cr'\.fal Vlrtual Colldcatmn )

NP-2-05

% On Time — Physical Collocation

NP-2-06

% On Time — Virtual Collocation

. [NP-2-O7

Average Delay Days — Physical Collocation

NP-2-08

Average Delay Days — Virtual Collocation

Ordering:

{OR-2-02

% On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through

1OR-2-04

% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check

OR-2-06

% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check

OR-2-08

% On Time ASR Reject No Facility Check

OR-2-10

% On Time ASR Reject Facility Check

OR-2-11

Average Trunk ASR Reject Time

OR-2-12

% On Time Trunk ASR Reject

OR-3-01

% Rejects

OR-4-02

Completion Notice (BCN) < % On Time

OR-4-05

Work Completion Notice (PCN) — %.0n Time

OR-5-01

% Flow Through - Total

OR-5-03

% Flow Through Achieved

OR-6-01

% Accuracy -~ Order

OR-6-02

96 Accuracy — Opportunities -

OR-6-03

% Accuracy — LSRC

OR-7-01

% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3
Business Days :

Provisioning:

PR-1-09

‘{Av. Interval Offered Total- EEL - Backbone

 [PR-2-01

Av. Interval Completed —- Total No Dispatch

PR-2-02

Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispatch -

PR-2-03

Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5 Lincs)

PR-2-04

Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9 Lines)

Averagc Interval Completed- Dlspatch (>-- 1.0
Lines)"

Av. Interval Completed ~ DSO

Av. Interval Completed - DS

Av. Interval Completed ~ DS3

Av. Interval Completed — Total - EEL — Loop

Av. Interval Completed - Disconnects

% Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS0

Average Delay Days — Total

% Missed Appointment - Customer

% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch -

% Missed Appointment ~ Verizon — No.Dispatch

% On Time Performance — LNP Only

% Missed Appt. — Customer — Due to Late Order
Conf. '

% Completed On Time (with Serial Number)

% Missed Appointment - Verizon — Facilities

% Orders Held for Facilities > 15 Days

% Orders Held for Facilities > 60 Days

% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days

% Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days

% Inst, Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days —
FOK/TOK/CPE

Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days

Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days

% On Time Performance ~ Hot Cut

Average Duration of Service Interruption
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Maintenance and Repair:

MR-2-01

Network Trouble Report Rate

MR-2-02

Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop

MR-2-03

Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office

MR-2-04

% Subsequent Reports .

MR-2-05

% CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate

MR-3-01

% Missed Repair Appointment — Loop

MR-3-02

% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office

MR-3-03

% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment

MR-3-04

% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double
Dispatch :

MR-3-05

% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch

MR-4-01

Mean Time To Repair — Total

MR-4-02

Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble

MR-4-03

Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble

MR-4-04

% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours

MR-4-05

% Out of Service > 2 Hours

MR-4-06

% Out of Service > 4 Hours

MR-4-07

% Out of Service > 12 Hours

MR-4-08

% Out of Service > 24 Hours

MR-5-01

% Repeat Reports within 30 Days
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DISAGGREGATED METRICS
' OSS & BILLING (P:e Otdermg) PO'I S/Spec:al Serwces
PRE-ORDERING
PO-1 ~ Response Time OSS Ordering Interface - :
PO-1-01-60201{ Customer Service Record - EDI 141 (3.1 |1.31 [2.73 |1.33 [2.78 {1.32 [2.82 [1.42 |4.48
PO-1-01-6030] Customer Service Record - CORBA 1.41 109 }1.31 10.73 |1.33 [0.78 {1.32 }0.73 [1.42 |0.85
PO-1-01-6050| Customer Service Record -Web GUI 1.41 [12.89 [1.31 (2.6 {1.33 |2.62 |1.32 (246 |1.42 |2.53
PO-1-02-6020} Due Date Availability - EDI 0.09 [2.22 [0.07 |1.65 10.07 [2.75 10.06 [1.9 [0.06 |2.5 |abcde
PO-1-02-6030| Due Date Availability - CORBA 0.09 {NA {0.07 [NA [0.07 [NA [0.06 [NA {0.06 (0.6
PO-1-02-6050 | Due Date Availability - Web GUI 0.09 [2.32 [0.07 |2.2 ]0.07 §2.18 10.06 [2.i6 [0.06 |2.18
- PO-1-03-6020| Address Validation - EDI ' 4.34 |4.84 [4.07 [4.65 [3.85 (542 (3.67 (5. (3.85 (4.8l
S PO-1-03-6030| Address Validation - CORBA : 4.34 [4.08 [4.07 |3.47 13.85 {3.71 |3.67 [3.71 {3.85 |2.9
© PO-1-03-6050{ Address Validation - Web GUI 4.34 |5.04 |4.07 1479 |3.85 [5.42 }3.67 |5.38 |3.85 |5.3|
PO-1-04-6020 | Product & Service Availability - EDI 10.07|NA [9.02 |[NA |8.48 INA 82 [NA |85 [NA
PO-1-04-6030/ Product & Service Availability - CORBA C (1007 INA 19.02 INA 1848 [NA [82 NA [85 |[NA
PO-1-04-6050| Product & Service Availability - Web GUI | 10.0717.74 19.02 |5.51 |8.48 |5.75 (8.2 |5.57 [8.5 |5.79
PO-1-05-6020| Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - [5.23 INA 14.95 14.93 |5.37 [10.25[4.47 5..89 466 |7.03 |bede
EDI
PO-1-05-6030] Telephone Number Availability & Rescrvauon - [5.23 13.52 {495 [3.65 |5.37 (428 |447 4.1 14.60 [4.19 |a
CORBA
PO-1-05-6050| Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - |5.23 [5.8 495 |5.69 |5.37 1597 |4.47 |5.89 {4.66 |5.64
Web GUI '
PO-1-06-6020{ Facility Availability (Loop Quallﬁcatlon) EDI 2.58 [4.06 [3.02 {3.62 (3.51 [3.98 [1.69 |4.06 [2.97 |3.8
PO-1-06-6030| Facility Availability (Loop Quahﬁcanon) 258 NA (3.02 (NA [3.51 [NA 169 [NA |297 INA
) , CORBA ' e
PO-1-06-6050| Facility Availability (Loop Quallﬁcanon) Web 12.58 14.61 |3.02 )5.21 |3.51 [4.61 [1.69 |4.25 ]2.97 |4.06
GUI : .

N | e

i 1
4 !
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d Query - EDI
PO-1-07-6030{ Rejected Query - CORBA
PO-1-07-6050 | Rejected Query - Web GUI
PO-1-08-6020|% Timeouts - EDI
PO-1-08-6030|% Timeouts - CORBA
PO-1-08-6050|% Timeouts - Web GU1 } .

. {PO-1-09-6020 [Parsed CSR - EDI 141 1207 (1131 §1.88 (1.33 11.91 |1.32 |1.85 i1.42 |1.79
PO-1-09-6030|Parsed CSR - CORBA 1.41 10.36 |1.31 [0.3! [1.33 10.29 [1.32 10.28 {1.42 {0.31
PPO-2 - OSS Interface Availability N .

PO-2-01-6020{ OSS Interf. Avail. — Total - EDI 99.97 99.97 ab -
PO-2-01-6030) OSS Interf. Avail. — Total - CORBA 899 99.95 a,b
P0O-2-01-6040] OSS Interf. Avail. — Total - Maint. Web GUI 96.05 99.4° b
' (RETAS) :
PO-2-01-6050{ OSS Interf. Avail. — Total - Pre-order/Order WEB 96.05 99.4 b
GUI ' '

" |PO-2-01-6060| OSS Interf. Avail. - Total - Electronic Bonding 100 100 : “1a,b
P0O-2-02-6020] OSS Interf. Avail. - Prime Time - EDI 99.99 100 100 100 [00 labecde
PO-2-02-6030| OSS Interf. Avail. ~ Prime Time - CORBA 99.99 100 |100 99.96 100 |ab,c,de
PO-2-02-6040| OSS Interf. Avail. - Pritme Time - Maint. Web 938.12 99.54 100 '199.93 99.83 (a,b,c,d,e

, GUI (RETAS) . :
PO-2-02-6050! OSS Interf. Avail. - Prime Time - Pre-order/Order 98.12 G9.54 100 99.93 9983l bede
: WEB GUI ‘ ,
PO-2-02-6060| OSS Interf. Avail - Prime Time - Electronic 100 100 100 100 100 [ab,cde
Bonding , : ._ .
PO-2-03-6020) OSS Interf. Avail. — Non-Prime - EDI 99.93 99,91 100 9971 9991 lab,c,de
PO-2-03-6030| OSS Interf. Avail. — Non-Prime - CORBA 99.76 99.86 99.89 99.13 99.861ab,c,de
P0-2-03-6040] OSS Interf. Avail. -~ Non-Prime - Maint.. Web GUI 02.94 99.14 99.59 98.43 99.82|b,c.d.e.
(RETAS) ' ’
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PO-2-03- 6050 OSS In[crf Avall - Non- Prlme Pre-order/Order - 92 94 99.14 99.59 98.43 82|bcde
WEB GUI .
P0O-2-03-6060| OSS Interf. Avail - Non-Prime - Electronic 100 100 100 100 100 |ab,c,d,e
: Bonding .
PO-8 - Manual Loop Qualification : I :
PO-8-01-2000|Average Response Time - Manual Loop NEF NEF uUD ©|UD {UD [ab,cd,e
Qualification
PO-8-02-2000 [Average Response Time - Engineering Record NA NA NA NA NA
Request : ‘

Change Notification
PO-4 - Timeliness of Change Management Notice

PO-4-01-6611|% Notices Sent on Time - Emergency Maint. 100 100 ' ' a,b
3 P0O-4-01-6621|% Notices Sent on Time - Regulatory NA NA '
S PO-4-01-6631]% Nolices Sent on Time - Industry Staiidard NA NA

PQ-4-01-6641|% Notices Sent on Time - Verizon Orig. INA NA

P0O-4-01-66511% Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig. NA NA :

PO-4-01-6660{% Notices Sent on Time - Industry Standard, Verizon Orig. & ' NA 100 NA

CLEC Orig.
{PO-4-01-6671|% Notices Sent on Time - Emergency Maint. & 100 100 100
-|[Regulatory ! '

Change Confirmation :
PO-4 - Timeliness of Change Management Nolice : .
PO-4-01-6622|% Notices Sent on Time - Regulatory ~ NA NA 100} a,e
PO-4-01-6632 (% Notices Sent on Time - Ind. Std. . - ‘
PO-4-01-6642 |% Notices Sent on Time - Verizon Orig. | a
PO-4-01-6652|% Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig. ' ,
{PO-4-01-6662|% Notices Sent on Time - Ind, Std., Verizon Orig. & NA - NA 100

CLEC Orig. ’
TROUBLE REPORTING (OSS) ' |

P '\
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MR-1 - Resgonse Tlme 0SS Maintenance Interl‘ace ,
MR-1-01- | Create Trouble 593 6.3 (6.07 [5.72 [5.97 13.92 [5.72 [3.69 16:22 (3.6
2000 : '
MR-1-02- | Status Trouble g ' ' |47 |3.24 [5.01 ]1.45 |5.56 (0.45 (5.57 045 {543 039
2000 ] '
MR-1-03- [ Modify Trouble - 5.86 |6 6.02 (8.03 (5.9 18.62 [5.67 [0.46 ]|6.24 {NA [ab,c.d
2000 ‘
MR-1-04- Request Cancellation of Trouble 17 8.13 |7.17 [7.97 [7.14 {6.02 |6.76 |2.42 |7.43 {2.22 |d
2000 ' . . ,
MR-1-05- Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuit) 0.55 {2.59 [0.39 ]1.75 [0.33 {1.01 [0.32 |l1.16 0.52 |0.99
2000 ' ' : |
MR-1-06- Test Trouble (POTS Only)-RETAIL only " 62.41147.15162.6 [45.25(56.04144.96)56.18 |44  |56.88 ]46.33
3 2000 ' : . - :
S BILLING ' ' : 4
BI-1 - Timeliness of Daily Usage Feed . '
BI-1-02-2030 | % DUF in 4 Business Days 99.88 99.54 99.87 99.75 99.91 a,b
BI-2 ~ Timeliness of Carrier Bill
B1-2-01-2030_| Timeliness of Carrier Bill : 98.46 98.78 99.09 99.32 95.54 |
BI-3 - Billing Accuracy : : :
BI-3-01-2030 | % Billing Adjustments - Dollars Adjusted 0.6 10.02 ]1.25 [0.79
B1-3-02-2030 | % Billing Adjustments - Number of Adjustments 10.23 [0.01 {0.27 |0.0t
RESALE (ORDERING) :
POTS & Pre-qualified Complex - Electromcallv Submitted
OR-} — Order Confirination Timeliness ' o :
OR-1-02-2320{ % On Time LSRC — Flow Through 199.55{ 99.72 99.61 99.87 99.9
OR-1-04-2100] % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 95.35] . [97.44 90.41 99.29 99.34 ]
OR-1-06-2320] % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 1. 989 199361 - 199.73] © [99.68] :.  |100
OR-2 — Reject Timeliness ' A ' .
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OR 2-02-2320| % On Tlme LSR RC_]CCt - F[ow Through 99.53.
OR-2-04-2320} % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 92.58
OR-2-06-2320] % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Fac111_y Check : 100
2 Wire Digital Services
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop
Qualification :
OR-1-04-2341| % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 100 98.15 100 99.31 100
OR-1-06-2341| % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 100 - {100 100 100 100 |a
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification »
OR-2-04-2341] % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 100 98.91 100 100 100
OR-2-06-2341) % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA 100 100 100 . 100 - [bd

POTS / Special Services - Aggregate

3 OR-3 - Percent Rejects

®  |OR-3-01-2000] % Rejects 46.19] 14085 34.94 32.87 31.96
OR-4 — Timeliness of Completion Notification : :
OR-4-02-2000] Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time - 98.78 84.65
OR-4-05-2000] Work Completion Notice (PCN) ~ % On Time - 199.79 100
OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through _ ‘
OR-5-01-2000| % Flow Through - Total : : 32.47 (52114 . 48.48 43.16 48.27
OR-5-03-2000} % Flow Through Achieved : 9458 (9447 96.64 193,78 95
OR-6 - Order Accuracy : ,
OR-6-01-2000| % Accuracy - Orders ' 93.31 93.7 90.29 92.98 96.58
OR-6-02-2000| % Accuracy — Opportunities 99.23 99.2 :
OR-6-03-2000) % Accuracy — L.SRC 100 99.77 101 0.17 _10.13-
OR-7 - Order Completeness ' T '
OR-7-01-2000|% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 C199.42 99.6 99.46 99.45 99.57

Business Days R

" |Special Services — Electronically Submitted

L
' - t B . e
. R I
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OR 1 Order Confirmatlon Tlmelmess
OR-1-04-2210| % On Tiine LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS0 NA NA
OR-1-04-2211| % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS| NA NA
OR-1-04-2213| % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA
OR-1-04-2214] % On Time LLSRC/ASRC No FaCIhly Check (Non 96.73 97.12 099.18 100 99.41
' DS0, DS1, & DS3) '
OR-1-06-2210| % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2211{ % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS1 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2213| % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2214| % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facnllty Check (Non 100 100 94.44 94.59 97.14
- |DSO, DS1, & DS3)
. |OR-2 - Reject Timeliness

OR-2-04-2200] % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 96.82 {96.95 100 100 100
OR-2-06-2200] % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 100 100 100 96.97 100 |ab
RESALE (PROVISIONING) :
POTS — Provisioning - Total
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-04-2100 Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9 Lines)|4.65 [4.5 (4.16.]3.4 ab
PR-2-05-2100 Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (>= 10 35 [7 533 |8.83

Lines)
PR-4 - Missed Appointments .
PR-4-02-2100 | Average Delay Days — Total 3.11 {2.08 [3.25 1342 |2.83 (2.5 {2.74 [4.17 ]3.07 [2.22
PR-4-03-2100] % Missed Appointment — Customer . 177 1265 {1.5 {191 1157 [2.61 2.24 2.22 lab,cde
PR-4-04-2100 } % Missed Appointment — Verizon -~ Dispatch 596 [5.21 |58 |5.63 {5.17 |3.58 [5.03 |3.81 [5.07 |4.66
PR-4-05-2100 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch {0.03 10.04 [0.02 [0.03 [0.01 |0 0.01 |0 0.01 |0
PR-4-08-21060 | % Missed- Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conf. 0 0.04
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PPR-6-01-2100| % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days  [4.04 [2.65 |3.31 {2.22 [3.12 |2.45 [3.06 {1.65 ]2.66 [2.31
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PR 6-02-2100 % Installatlon Troub]es rcported w:thm 7 Days
PR-6-03-2100| % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - 1.92 1.34 1.65
FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status
|PR-8-01-2100 [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 "0 [0
PR-8-02-2100 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 |0 0 0 0 |0 0O o 0 o
POTS ~ Business - '
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval .
PR-2-01-2110( Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch [0.65 11.26 ]0.57 10.86
PR-2-03-2110[ Average Interval Completed — Dispaich (1-5 3.66 14.57 13.62 |3.95
‘ Lines)
- IPOTS ~ Residence -
* [PR-2 — Average Completed Interval :
PR-2-01-2120| Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 10.49 11.27 0.37 |1.22
PR-2-03-2120| Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5 13.72 [4.38 |3.49 [4.3]
Lines) '
POTS & Complex Aggregate
PR-2.— Average Completed Interval |
PR-2-18-2103 { Average Interval Completed — D;sconnects 3.76 3.42 34 {24
2-Wire Digital Services
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval , _
PR-2-01-2341 | Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch [1.75 [1.65 (1.84 [2.28
PR-2-02-234! | Average Interval Completed — Total Dispatch 4.4 |5.63 [4.46 1643 ab .
PR-4- Missed Appointments :
PR-4-02-2341 | Average Delay Days — Tolal 7.35 [NA 16.26 |3 431 (3.5 [4.62 INA 14.74 (85.67 bc,e
PR-4-03-2341 | % Missed Appointment — Customer -|1'1.2713.33 |8.79 [1.69 [10.340 - 14.81 5.71 |ab,c,de
PR-4-04-2341 | % Missed Appointinent — Verizon ~ Dispatch 992 |0 7.1 1526 [546 {10 |122 |0 529 10
PR-4-05-2341| % Missed Appointment — Verizon -~ No Dispatch [0.37 |0 0 0 {0 1.69 {0 0 0 2.04
r'r,.-\




—_ b H

LOLL

Federal Communications Commission

FCC 02-118

efober =28 Novenil i‘:'§ Eﬁﬁ’“ Jé*? ARUATYIEE utgs’%?&*
CE ; 2‘" VZ‘ ¢l ‘zzgg '
PR 4- 08-2341 % Missed - Appt Customer — Late Order Conf O O
PR-6 - Installation Quality _ :
PR-6-01-2341|% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 1.94 12.76 |1.41 206 1.3 |1.18 |1.04 |O 0.61 |1
PR-6-03-2341 |% Install. Troubles Reported w/in 30 Days - 4.07 |1.66 |3.72 [3.09 [2.44 |0.59 1.46 2.67
FOK/TOK/CPE . :
PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-2341 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q Q
PIR-8-02-2341 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Special Services ~ Provisioning :
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval :
PR-2-01-2200| Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch [14.67[7.86 [29.63{9.83 a,b
PR-2-02-2200| Averape Interval Completed — Total Dispatch 17.3 |15.56]15.62121.91
PR-2-06-2200 | Average Interval Completed — DS0 12.97(9.69 |15.7819.77
PR-2-07-2200 | Average Interval Completed — DS1 21.92117.8 [17.38]29.31
PR-2-08-2200 | Average Interval Completed — DS3 99.25|NA  [53.08|NA
PR-2-18-2200{ Average Interval Completed — Disconnects 11.0816.5 ]10.3316.65
PR-4 - Missed Appointments :
PR-4-01-2200| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Total
PR-4-01-2210 % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS0 2.87 |0 10.96 {0 349 15 222 [0 4.63 [0
PR-4-01-2211 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS1 24.03(6.25 {21.86(5.56 |14.88 |0 11.6110 15.6810 d
PR-4-01-2213 | % Missed Appointment ~ Verizon — DS3 80 [NA 66.67[NA |[57.14|NA ]85.71|[NA [83.33|NA
PR-4-01-2214 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon ~ Special Other {5.41 [0 18.03 10 7.32 |0 10.26 |0 1.56 |0 a,b,c.d
PR-4-02-22001 Average Delay Days — Total 22.58]7 19.66 146 {10.45{16  [14.85]NA |10.71INA [abc
PR-4-03-2200| % Missed Appointment — Customer 21.66§11.11(21,78115.38|21.25(24.24 6.67 14  Jabcde
PR-4-08-22001 % Missed Appt. — Customer — Due to Late Order 0 -0 3.03 0 0
Conf. . ' .
PR-6- Installation Quality ‘
PR-6-01-2200 | % Instailation Troubies reported within 30 Days [2.12 [4.95 [2.33 [7.69 [1.81 [4.01 [2.75 [1.68 [1.65 [1.95
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PR-6-03-2200 | %-Inst. Troubles reported 1.86 {2.19 0.72
: FOK/TOK/CPE -
PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-2200 [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 4.64 12.78 {1.38 {0 0.66 |0 0.44 10 0.21 (O
PR-8-02-2200 [Open Orders.in a Hold Status > 90 Days 2.81 [2.78 10.88 |0 0.16 |0 0 - |0 0 0
RESALE (MAINTENANCE)
POTS — Maintenance
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate .
MR-2-02- . | Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 1.12 10.39 [1.02 |0.37 |0.8 10.34 {0.91 [0.3 [0.84 [0.33
2100
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.1 {005 (0.1 }0.06 [0.09 ]0.05 [0.08 10.04 |0.09 ]0.06
2100 :
MR-2-04- % Subsequent Reports 18.3314.92 [17.13]5.96 |15.06|8.72 1.67 6.%6
2100 . ' :
MR-2-05- % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.92 (036 10.83 |0.32 10.65 |0.29 0.27 03
2100 .
MR-3 — Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01- 7o Missed Repair Appointment — Loop Bus. 12.17(5.87 [12.78(7.14 [9.59 [9.83 [13.06(10.7412.2 {7.51
2110 ' : . '
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop Res. - 19.09 |4.11 18.19 i34 |8.29 [4.78 [9.07 |6.64 {7.6] [6.22
2120
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office  }12.34|13.13|14.46|11.57 [14.51 {13.04[9.04 |8.08 |9.64 18.53
2110 Bus. - - '
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office  16.49 (3.23 18,48 |3.33 [8.73 [11.11/6.59 |0 573 11429
2120 Res. ' ,
MR-3-03- % CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment 586 [6.79 [5.68 [10.53{5.89 {7.31 4.2 4.73
2100 ‘ - ' .
MR-3-04- % Missed Repair Appointment - No Double . |5.48 13.11 [4.85 (3.32
2100 Dispatch ' :
F\ -




_ Federal Commun = jons Commission 1FCC 02-118

: g ! 2 gt r_. kE .'b .' 1,.- s Tq_“.‘-:i‘- .’;;.;‘}G”,,

MR-3-05- % Mlsscd chair Appomtment Double Dlspatch 43.0730.09

2100

MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals

MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair - Total 2094 [13.9118.83 (13.22{17.12(12.96[18.31|13.1 |16.7412.31
2100 '

MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Bus, 14.28113.0713.54i2.48|12.01 |12.88 |13.0912.38 |12.18{10.85
2110 :

MR-4-02- Mean Time To chair—Loop Trouble - Res. 23.23117.63 (20.63 |15.8 {19.03|15.36(20.01 [16.53 {18.74 [19.15
2120 , '
MR-4-03- Mean Time TO chmr—-Central Office Trouble - |11.4 1974 |10.21]10.91(9.15 9.6 [8.69 [9.01 |6.78 |8.9
2110 Bus. '

MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repalr—-Central Ofﬁce Trouble - |12.37(11.28(12.73|16.48 |10.83 [6.44 |10.53 [8.05 [9.03 [7.11

| 2120 Res. .

e MR-4-04- % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 69.5 [85.1 [73.81(87.32[78.44|87.32(75.58|87.84[79.8. |89.16
2100 ' ' . : .
MR-4-06- ‘% Out of Service > 4 Hours 81.75|71.8379.73(70.45(77.11 |68.84 |78.18 |66.42 |76.25 [62.55
2100 : ' ‘ .

MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours 60.94 146.05|58 [42.73 |55.55(41.26(56.89 [43.48 [54.33[39 .51
2100 -

MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Bus. 16.15112.67113.53{10.53 [10.44 )10.83 [13.13]9.93 ]11.49/8.52

2110 : ) . '

MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Res. - 32.84121.54(28.2917.48 [23.73 [16.98 [26.15[16.82 [21.88 [22.63
2120 :

MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports : )

MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 19,53 (17.84119.09 [14.25[16.97 |18.01 {18.93,(16.96 |17.67 |15.44
2100 S .

2-Wire Digital Services - Mamtenance

MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
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MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.17 [0.07 10.14 [0.11 [0.16 {0.23 |0.08 O.I12 0.1 |0.38

2341 :

MR-2-04- % Subsequent Reports 27.41118.18[27.72120 [31.16 |0 18.18 20

2341 _

MR-2-05- % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.93 11.26 [0.99 ]1.99 [0.75 {0.94 0.58 1.85

2341 '

MR-3 — Missed Repair Appoiniments

MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop . [35.83[37.5 |41.97(23.08148.091(21.43(28.57[16.67141.04 |42.86 |d

2341 ' ) : '

MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office  [34.58 |0 45.35133.33122.7733.33127.66|33.33 |44.44 |30  |a,b,c,d
- 2341 . .
‘\] .
~ MR-3-03- % CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment 122.13131.4327.32|48.15(17.24 (12 13.33 12.24

2341 :

MR-3-04- % Missed Repair Appointment - No Double 2247120  122.14 (25 b

2341 Dispatch

MR-3-05- % Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch |66.67 (50  {68.8 (40 a,b

2341 - :

MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals '

MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair —Total 26.72130.05|35.34 |17.96 |24.94 |35.63 [25.59 |42.4 [28.9721.14|d

2341 ' _ : .

MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble 28.68(32.75(36.14 (19.21 {30.45 {25.52 (28.83 [46.34 (30.9 (26.75|d

2341 _ .

~ |MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble  {23.3 (8.45 [33.5412.54|17.78 |59.22(18.36(34.5 [24.87|13.28 |a,b,c,d

2341 ' _ .

MR-4-04- % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 66.33161.11|57.71|75 [68.1 |65 [69.08(55.56(57.87[66.67(d -

2341 ' .
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MR-4-07- % Out of Samce > 12 Hours 40.58 |70 47.95(88.89|c,d.e
2341 , .
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 26.81{40 127.96110 |20.65)66.67 [22.0325 |34.25|22.22])c,d,e
2341
MR-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports . .
MR-5-01-. % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 18.03(33.33 [14.34 |25 1983105 - 13.82(22.22[16.24 [16.67 |d
2341 ' ~ ' :
Special Services - Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-0I-  { Network Trouble Report Rate 024 [0.19 [0.24 102 0.2 (0.16 {0.21 {0.17 ]0.21 [0.14
2200. ' :
MR-2-05- % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.29 [0.23 [0.31 10.33 10.27 10.23 0.23 0.26
2200 '
MIR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals : :
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Total - 6.9 |7.87 776 |7.01
2200 . :
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Total - Non DSQ & DSO 6.52| 8.01] 5.77| 6.11| 6.45] 6.16
2216
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Total - DS1 & DS3 6.99 6.67} 6.68{ 4.3§| 5.99} 8.02
2217 _ .
MR-4-04- % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours G7.82198.67197.44 (974
2200 .
MR-4-04- % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours - Non $7.99195.12]98.07| 100|97.85|95.56
2216 DS0 & DS0
MR-4-04- % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours DS1 & 97.4) 100;97.03] 100| 98.2] 100
2217 DS3 -
MR-4-06- % Out of Service > 4 Hours 61.32173.77(58.91[75.41
2200 _ .
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MR-4-06- % Oul of Serwce > 4 Hours Non DSO & DSO 5742 5(50.81| 62.5(59.75(52.63
22106
MR-4-06- % Out of Service > 4 Hours - DS1 & DS3 _ ' 61.78)57.89] 59.7{46.67;53.18| 87.5
2217 ' .
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 208 i1.64 [25 10
2200 o
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Non DSO & DS0O 1.96| 6.25| 1.89 0 2.07; 2.63
2216
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Howrs - DS1 & DS3 ' 2.62 0l 2.99 0] 1.82 0
2217 ' :
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports : _
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 18.18]14.67]16.89(19.48|18.251|22.58 [13.38|22.39 (17.79|12.96
= 2200 '
= UNE (ORDERING)
Platform | ,
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness :
OR-1-02-3143| % On Time LSRC - Flow Through 99.64] - [99.94 97.4 99.76 99.88
OR-1-04-3143{ % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 02.66 96.96 98.02 95.79 96.74
OR-1-06-3143{ % On Time LLSRC/ASRC Facility Check 96.15 100 994 99.17 98.95
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-3143] % On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through 99.14 19993 99.34 99.72 99.92
OR-2-04-3143( % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 95.34 1 - 98.44 99.79 - [99.75 99.75
OR-2-06-3143| % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100 Ja
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-3143| % Accuracy - Orders : 97.64 934 90.28 100 UR |de
OR-6-02-3143| % Accuracy — Opportunities : 99.75 98.97 _
OR-6-03-3143| % Accuracy — LSRC . 99.42 98.62 0 . |0 0.11
OR-7 - Order Completeness ' ) ' '

:.-’",'\‘ . A . a0
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OR-7-01-3143

% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 99.86 99.89
Business Days
Loop/Pre-qualified Complex/LNP
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness

OR-1-02-333 1| % On Time LSRC — Flow Through 99.06 99.76 99.73 99.88| . [99.9
OR-1-04-3331] % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 94.19 08.88 99.32 99.26 99.45
OR-1-06-3331). % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 93.1 99 = 99.24 99.63 99.57
OR-2 - Reject Timelinéss | : : '
OR-2-02-3331] % On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through 99.88 99.95 99.83 99.88 100
OR-2-04-3331{ % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 91.98 98.72 99.64 99.37 99.45
OR-2-06-3331| % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 96.15 100 100 100 . {100
4 OR-6 - Order Accuracy . )
- OR-6-01-3331} % Accuracy - Orders 3 9547 99.26 08.37
o OR-6-01-3332| % Accuracy - Qrders ' _ 98.56 98.27
OR-6-02-3332| % Accuracy — Opportunities . 99.79 _199.63
OR-6-03-3331| % Accuracy — LSRC 0.58 . J0.5 0.38
OR-6-03-3332| % Accuracy - LSRC 99.74 99.54 '
OR-7 - Order Completeness ,
OR-7-01-3331|% Order-Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 99.8 59.82 99.83 99.87, 99.88
Business Days ' )

2 Wire Digital Services ,
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop

Qualification ' )

OR-1-04-3341) % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 08.72 98.7 99.44 100 198.67
OR-1-06-3341] % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check NA NA NA NA . NA
OR-2 — Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification - :
OR-2-04-3341| % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 100 99 100 100 98.28
OR-2-06-3341} % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA

(
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2 Wire xDSL Loops _

" |OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop
Qualification
OR-1-04-3342} % On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check 98.9 - 98.05 [98.98] © |98.96 100
OR-1-06-3342| % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NA 100 NA ~ [NA NA |b
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification ' ‘ : )
OR-2-04-3342| % On Time LSR/ASR Reject- No Facility Check (100 100 100 100 100
OR-2-06-3342| % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA | NA NA NA

2 Wire xDSL Line Sharing
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop

Qualification
OR-1-04-3343| % On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check 100 95.12 a
3 OR-1-06-3343| % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check ) NA NA
= OR-2 — Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04-3343| % On Time L.SR/ASR Reject- No Facility Check 100 100 : a,b
OR-2-06-3343| % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA

2 Wire xDSL Line Sharing & Line Splitting
OR-1 - Order Cenfirmation Timeliness - Requiring Loop

Qualification.

OR-1-04-3340[ % On Time LSRC - No Facility Check 100 100 100

OR-1-06-3340| % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NA NA NA
{OR-2 - Reject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification ,

OR-2-04-3340{ % On Time LSR Reject- No Facility Check 100 100 100

OR-2-06-3340| % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check ' NA NA NA

POTS / Special Services - Aggregate
OR-3 - Percent Rejects :
OR-3-01-3000| % Rejects (ASRs + LSRs) . 27.72 23.24 19.9 © }118.25 18.74
OR-4 — Timeliness of Completion Notification : : '
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OR 4 02 3000 Completion Notice (BCN) % On Tim 99.2
OR-4-05-3000] Work Completion Notice (PCN) - % On Time 99.99
OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through .
OR-5-01-3000| % Flow Through - Total (ASRs + LLSRs) 59.19 7351 72.89 72.64 74.04
OR-5-03-3000| % Flow Through Achieved 97.1 96.87 97.52 96.73 96.94
Special Services - Electronically Submitted
OR-1 — Order Confirmation Timeliness (ASRs + LSRs)
OR-1-04-3210] % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS0 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3211} % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS] NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3213] % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3214| % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check (Non 98.92 96.13 98.82 994 99.08
DSQ, DS1, & DS3) '
OR-1-06-3210] % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS0 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-3211{ % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSI 74.05 86.88 91.19 93.2 81.1
OR-1-06-3213]| % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS3 100 42.86 83.33 75 80 jacd
OR-1-06-3214( % On Time L.SRC/ASRC Facility Check (Non 100 96.34 98.2 94.9 98.67 |a
DSO0, DS1 & DS3) :
OR-2 -~ Reject Timeliness (ASRs + LSRs) ‘
OR-2-04-3200| % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 99.19
OR-2-06-3200{ % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 92.16 0521 96.49 96.67 99.44
Special Services - FAX/MAIL Submitted '
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-08-3210] % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS0 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-08-3211| % On Time ASRC No Facility Check- DS NA NA '
OR-1-08-3213} % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA
OR-1-08-3214{ % On Time ASRC No Facility Chcck (Non DS0," NA NA
DS1 & DS3) -
OR-1-10-3210] % On Time ASRC Facility Check DSO NA NA
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OR-1-10-3211

% On Time ASRC F'lcﬂ ity Check DS

’,?, e&:-\'

- ,_-‘ ] C% v;ag{ ar

TG

-_NA

OR-1-10-3213

% On Time ASRC Facility Check DS3

NA

OR-1-10-3214

% On Time ASRC Facility Check (Non DS0, DS1
& DS3)

NA

OR-2 — Reject Timeliness

OR-2-08-3200

% On Time ASR Reject No Facility Check

INA

NA

NA

NA

NA

OR-2-10-3200

% On Time ASR Reject Famhty Check

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

UNE (PROVISIONING)

POTS - Provisioning

PR-2 - Avera

pe Completed Interval

PR-2-01-3111

Av. Completed Interval - Total No Dispatch — Hot
Cut Loop

7.62

5.68

PR-2-01-3122

Av. Completed Interval - Total No Dispatch -
Other (UNE Switch & INP)

0.65

NA

0.57

NA

PR-2-01-3140

Av. Completed Interval - T ola! No Dispatch -
Platform

- 10.65

1.57

0.57

2.19

PR-2-03-3112

Av, Completed Interval - Dispatch (1-5 Lines) -
Loop

3.66

4.28

3.62

5.02

PR-2-03-3140

Av. Completed Interval - Dmpalch (1-5 Lines) -
Platform

3.66

4.51

3.62

4.17

PR-2-04-3112

Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) —
Loop |

|4.65

NA

4.16

7.5

PR-2-04-3140

Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) -
Platform -

4.65

8.5

4.16

4.67

ab

PR-2-05-3112

Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) —
Loop

4.5

533

a,b

PR-2-05-3140

Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) -
Platform

NA

5.33

NA

PR-4 - Missed Appointmentis

1 -
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PR.4-02.3100

”AvcraganelaL Days — Toml

PR-4-03-3100

% Missed Appt. — Customer

a,b,c,d,e

PR-4-04-3113

% Missed Appt. — Verizon — Dispatch - Loop New

PR-4-04-3140

% Missed Appt. — Verizon — Dispatch - Platform

PR-4-04-3520

% Missed Appt. — Verizon — Dispatch - Hot Cut
Loop '

PR-4-05-3111

% Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispatch - Hot

Cut Loop

0.03

0.02

PR-4-05-3121

% Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispatch — Other

0.03

0.02

PR-4-05-3140

% Missed Appl.
Platform

~ Verizon — No Dispatch -

0.03

0.02

0.01

0

0.01

(.01

PR-6 - Installation Quality

PR-6-01-3100

% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days -
Loop

4.04

1.26

3.31

1.56

PR-6-01-3112

% Installation Troubles reporlcd within 30 Days -
Loop

1.73

3.06

1.93

2.66

2.01

PR-6-01-3121

% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days -
Platform '

4.04

1.1

3.31

[

1.06

3.06°

1.41

2.66

1.07

PR-6-02-3112

% Installation Troubles rcported within 7 Days -
Loap

2.59

0.72

2.05

0.79

PR-6-02-3121

% Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days -
Platform

2.59

0.45

2.05

0.62

PR-6-02-3520

% Installation Troubles 1eporled within 7 Days -
Hot Cut Loop

0.38

0.37

0.44

0.73

0.49

PR-6-03-3112

% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days —
FOK/TOK/CPE - Loop

3.13

1.92

2.73

229

2.16

2.14

2.15

PR-6-03-3121

% Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days —

FOK/TOK/CPE - Platforin

3.13

0.87

2.73

1.19

0.82

1.16

0.88

PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status
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PR-8-01-3100 OE:n Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days .

PR-8-02-3100 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0

PR-9- Hot : |

Cuts '

PR-9-01-3520| % On Time Performance - Hot Cut 08.02 97.24 98.28 NA 99.31

PR-9-08-3520 Average Duration of Service Interruption 16.61 12.25 13.8 12.98 11.52

POTS & Complex Aggregate

PR-2 - Average Completed Interval

2-Wire Digital Services

PR-2 — Average Completed Interval

PR-2-01-33411 Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 1.75 16.02 |1.84 ]3.67 b

PR-2-02-3341} Av. Interval Completed - Total Dlspatch 44 582 1446 [6.29

PR-4 - Missed Appointments _

PR-4-02-3341 | Average Delay Days — Total 735 |17.5 1626 |45 431 [2.33 |462 3. 474 [NA labcd

PR-4-03-3341 | % Missed Appointment - Customer 11.27|5.08 [8.79 [8.33 |10.34[13.16 3.95 7.81 labcde
. |PR-4-04-3341| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch 992 109 [7.1 10 546 [0 2.2 |0 5.29 |0

PR-4-05-3341 | % Missed Appointment —~ Verizon - No Dispatch [0.37 {1.22 |0 0 |0 NA |0 NA |0 0 b,e

PR-6 — Installation Quality :

PR-6-01-3341 |% Install. Troubies Reported within 30 Days 1.94 11527(1.41 |14.19]6.21 [26.5816.05 [11.54|5.59 [15.63

PR-6-03-3341 (% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days — 4.07 {12.3213.72 [16.2212.44 ]11.39 6.41 21.88

FOK/TOK/CPE '

PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status

PR-8-01-3341 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PR-8-02-3341 |Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2-Wire xDDSL Loops

PR-2 - Average Completed Interval

PR-2-01-3342| Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 547 5.71 b

PR-2-02-3342 ] Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispaich- 5.82 6.14
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PR-4 MlSSLd ALpomtments
PR-4-02-3342 | Average Delay Days — Total 64 1238 |20.88(5.09 {5.33 [2.75 18.25 |1.83 [5.7 |4.67 lacde
PR-4-03-3342| % Missed Appointment — Customer 0.2 495 (0.28 8.3 [0.64 |7.97 6.25 10.3 (ab,c,d,e
PR-4-04-3342 | 9% Missed Appointment — Verizon ~ Dispatch 0.37" 0.95 0.56 0.53 0
PR-4-05-3342 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch :
PR-4-14-3342 |% Completed On Time (with Serial Number) 97.27 97.99 98.51 97.44 98.55
PR-6 — Installation Quality . :
PR-6-01-3342 |% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 4.04 [5.98 [3.31 |1.79 [6.21 |6.97 |6.05 |5.15 |5.59 |3.81
PR-6-03-3342|% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 3.32 110.54)3.04 111.27]2.85 [8.31 6.96 | 8.21
FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status
PR-8-01-3342 IOpen Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 192 10 0 0 0 0 0.56 10 0 0
PR-8-02-3342 [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 1.72 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-Wire xDSL Line Sharing
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-3343 Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 299 [3.03 12,95 (2.83
PR-2-02-3343 | Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispatch 3.1 13 3.05 13 a,b
PR-4 - Missed Appointinents - '
PR-4-02-3343 | Average Delay Days — Total 2.63 |1 1.5 INA [3.54 [NA |1.5 INA |1.64 [NA |a
PR-4-03-3343 | % Missed Appointment — Customer 0.2 10.23 [0.28 {1.24 |0.64 |0.63 2.38 2.6 fabcde
PR-4-04-3343 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch 0.89 10 172 |0 1.2 |0 1.68 |0 1.94 |0 C
PR-4-05-3343 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch [0.42" [0.25 10.03 |0 0.36 [0 0.04 [0 .10.05 |O
PR-6 — Installation Quality
PR-6-01-3343 |% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 0.91 [3.05 [0.63 [1.87 [0.67 [1.24 [0.61 |1.8 - |0.47 [1.04
PR-6-03-3343 |% Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 3.05 {446 [3.53 |6.85 13.51 {B.O7 6.59 6.25

' FOK/TOK/CPE '
PR-8 - Open Orders in a Hold Status ,
PR-8-01-3343 [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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PR-8-02-3343 [0pen Orders in 2 Hold Status > 90 Days
2-Wire xDSL Line Splitting and Line Sharmg
PR-4 - Missed Appointments

PR-4-02-3345 | Average Delay Days — Total 3.54|NA 1.5|NA 1.64|NA
PR-4-04-3345 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch : 1.2|[NA I.68INA 1.94[NA
PR-4-05-3345 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dlspatch 0.36{NA 0.04[NA 0.05|NA
PR-6 — Installation Quality ' ' . : '
\PR-6-01-3345 | %Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 0.67[NA | 0.61INA | 0.47|NA
PR-6—03-3345 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 3.51INA NA NA
FOK/TOK/CPE )

PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status :
PR-8-01-3345 | Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days : 0INA O[NA O[NA

3 PR-8-02-3345 | Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days OINA OINA O[NA

8 Special Services - Provisioning :
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval ’
PR-2-01-3200 | Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 14.67 INA  129.63[18.5 b
PR-2-02-3200 | Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispatch 17.3 |28.88(15.62]19.64
PR-2-06-3200 [ Av. Interval Completed —'DSO 12.97 INA [15.7816.89 ' b
PR-2-07-3200 [ Av. Interval Completed — DS1 . |21.9229.48117.38]19.34
PR-2-08-3200] Av. Interval Completed — DS3 99.25[NA [53.08 [NA .
PR-2-09-3512 | Av. Interval Completed — Total - EEL — Loop 27.27 19.57 ' b

PR-4 - Missed Appointiments
PR-4-01-3200| % Missed Appointment ~ Verizon — Total

PR-4-01-3210) % Missed Appointment ~ Verizon — DS0O 2.87 INA {10.96{0 349 0 - 1222 INA 1463 [NA Ibe
PR-4-01-3211 | % Missed Appointinent — Verizon — DS1 24.0317.32 121.86/5.61 |14.88]0.89 [11.61]1.94 ]15.68}1.56
PR-4-01-3213 | % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS3 . |80 {0 66.67INA [57.14|NA [85.71[NA [83.33|NA |a

PR-4-01-3214) % Missed Appointment — Verizon ~Special Other |541. [NA [I8.03INA [7.32 INA [1026|NA [1.56 (0
PR-4-01-3510} % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Tatal - EEL. (24.03{12.5 [21.86|11.54(14.88]7.69 |11.6110 15.6816.94
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PR-4-01-3530 % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Total- IOF
PR-4-02-3200) Average Delay Days — Total

PR-4-02-3510| Average Delay Days — Total - EEL

- |PR-4-02-3530| Average Delay Days — Total - IOF
PR-4-03-3200} % Missed Appointment — Customer
PR-4-03-3510) % Missed Appointment — Customer - EEL
PR-4-08-3200| % Missed Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conf.
PR-6 — Installation Quality _
PR-6-01-3200) % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days  [2.12 (7.3 [2.33 [3.77 [1.81 {698 1275 [4.71 \1.65 [2.74

ab.c.d.e
a,bce
c,d
4893 lab,cde
17178 ahede

PR-6-03-3200] % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - 098 [1.69 (1.02 [0 1.86 [1.16 0 0
FOK/TOK/CPE ' -
PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status )
E PR-8-01-3200 |Open Ordeérs in a Hold Status > 30 Days 4.64 |0 .38 [0 0.66 |0 0.44 10 0.21 {0
— PR-8-02-3200 [Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 2.81 10 0.88 10 0.16 {0 0 0 0 0
UNE (MAINTENANCE) '

Maintenance - POTS Loop
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate

MR-2-02- Netwaork Trouble Report Rate - Loop 112 {054 11.02 0.6 {08 (0.5 10.91 j0.51 ]0.84 |0.49
3550 :

MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 0.1 |0.05 (0.1 [0.06 |0.09 [0.04 j0.08 |0.05 [0.09 |0.06
3550 : :

MR-3 —~ Missed Repair Appointments '

MR-3-01- . % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 9.62 (3.8 (894 |4 |8.51 ({2.52 |9.65 [4.28 {8.42 |2.71
3550 ' :

MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment - Central Office  [8.28 112 10.3316.15 (1047 [4.65 [7.34 110.71]6.9 [12.9
3550 :

MRR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
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Mean I‘ ime To Repalr - Tolal

3550 . |
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble 21.73(15.15{19.51{14.65(17.8412.72{19.05{14.29(17.62(13.72
3550 ' :
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble  {12.13|7.7 {11.98|10.2 |10.36(7.87 [10.02(7.19 |8.38 18.71
3550 ' '
- IMR-4-07- % Oul of Service > 12 Hours 60.94148.36 (58  |45.85(55.5544.81{56.89|44.1954.33 [48.06
3550 . :
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours '[29.92(11.68 [25.72(13.49121.27 8.2 {24.15(9.53 [19.99|12.38
3550 . ' :
MR-5— Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 19.53125.69[19.09 22.11{16.97 }17.2 {18.93|16.5 |17.67[17.79
3550
Maintenance - POTS Platform
IMR-2 — Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02- Netwaork Trouble chort Rate ~ Platform 1.12 1092 |1.02 |0.86 [0.8 [0.63 |0.91 {0.61 [0.84 [0.79
- 3140 1 '
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 0.1 [0.14 (0.1 |0.15 J0.09 [0.17 10.08 [0.14 [0.09 l0.16
3140 . .
MR-2-04- % Subsequent Reports 18.3318.76 |17.13]7.12 [15.06(8.42 9.09 6.08
3140 :
'|MR-2-05- % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.92 [0.76 [0.83 [0.86 ]0.65 [0.64 0.62 0.7
3140 : '
MR-3 — Missed Repair Appointments :
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Platform Bus. 12.1719.39 |12.78]10.77 (9.59 |11.94|13.06(8.57 122 [12.5
3144 R " -
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment —Platform Res.  19.09 |7.46 [8.19 [4.23 |8.29 |6.45 ]9.07 [3.7 [1.61 [2.78
3145 :
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MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appomtment—- Central Office - 1_2.34 8.57 }14.46)16.22|14.5]
3144 Bus. : -
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 649 {25 |8.48 |0 8.73 |0 6.59 10 5.73 10 ad.e
3145 Res. .
MR-3-03- % CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment - 586 [7.79 |5.68 183 (589 16.5 7.1 8.77
3140 Platform ‘ : '
MR-3-04- % Missed Repair Appointment - No Double 548 |3.45 |4.85 |5.22
3140 Dispatch
MR-3-05- % Missed Repair Appointinent - Double Dispatch  [43.07 [40.91 |40.88 (38.1 .
3140 A : -
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Total 20.94 (15.55(18.83[14.77117.1213.13118.31]10.71 }16.74{11.92
3 3140
-~J . - . .
et MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Platform - {14.28 |13.49 [13.54 |13.99[12.01 |11.72(13.09{11.11{12.18]11.29
3144 Bus.
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Platform -(23.23 {24.67 {20.63 [19.03 [19.03 {17.85120.01 [11.34 |18.74 [17.03
3145 Res. ‘
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - |{{1.4 [9.31 }10.21]10.93]9.15 [10.828.69 |8.44 |6.78 |7.23
3144 Bus.. - .
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble -~ {12.37 [21.3 [12.73(13.73]10.8312.82{10.53[11.29]9.03 (6.67 la.de
3145 Res. . : : B
MR-4-04- % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 69.5 |86.38(73.81(84.35({78.44[86.8 [75.5893.75[79.8 [90.61
3140 -
MR-4-06- % Qut of Service > 4 Hours 81.75(75.77(79.73(72.44 [77.11|72.11{78.18 [59.06 {76.25 69.16
3140
MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours 60.94 [47.31 (58  {46.85|55.5549.47 {56.89 [35.67 {54.33 [40.97
3140
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Bus. 16.1517.11 113.53113.66(10.44113.85]13.13 [4.88 |11.49|7.88
3144
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3145 :
MIR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports :
MR-5-01- % Repeal Reports within 30 Days 19.53116.4119.09(16.61116.97 224 [18.93(14.17{17.67|17.8
3140 : - '
2-Wire Digital Services - Mainfenance

- IMR-2 ~ Trouble Report Rate :
MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 0.3 ]1.33 [0.31 |1.45 1079 [1.52 |0.9 [0.62 |0.83 [0.97
3341 - : .
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 0.17 1026 [0.14 |0.47 0.09 {0.1 [0.08 10.23 [0.09 [0.29
3341 ‘ .
MR-2-04- % Subsequent Reports 27.41(26.09(27.72[14.29 [15.19111.11 17.5 20
3341 :
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments ‘
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 35.83]10.53|41.97 [15.25{8.68 (3.33 |9.71 [0 . [8.55 [5.4]
3341
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office  (34.58 )0 45.35110.53(10.84 |0 7.64 |0 76 |0 c,d
3341 ‘ :
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals _ .
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair - Total 26.72119.05(35.34|19.48 {17.17110.5 |[18.34110.81(16.81 [8.56
3341 ‘ |
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 28.68120.81 [36.14 22.46(17.9 |11.04(19.08|13.96]17.67]10.38
3341 |
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble”  {23.3 [9.91' [33.54[10.2 {10.58[2.42 [10.1512.4 [8.69 [2.46 c,d
3341 . '
MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours 40.58 |44.23146.24|55.56 |55.51 |35.29 |56.84 [34.48 |54.31 [22.86
3341 '
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 26.81117.31127.96|25.4 |21.27(11.7624.15(10.34 |20.03 |5.7!
3341

.t .
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MR-S ReLal Trouble Reports

{MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days : 18.03

3341 ' _ .

2-Wire xDSL Loops - Maintenance - -
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate :
MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 0.17 0.8 (0.21 |0.74 {0.79 )0.58 |0.9 0,42_ 0.83 0.64
3342 .

MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 0.1 [0.12 [0.08 |0.11 |0.09 [0.06 (0.08 [0.04 |0.09 |0.07
3342 : -] - :
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments : :
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appomtment—Loop . 26.28]11.36(29.0616.52 |8.68 [8.49 |9.71 |6.67 |8.55 |5.94
3342 ' _

3 IMR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office [7.78 [6.25 [7.25 |0 10.84 10 7.64 |0 7.6 |0
o 3342 : |

MR-4 ~ Trouble Duration Intervals : .

MR-4-02-  -{Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 304 (19.76]30.39119.4817.9 (16.17]19.08|14.8717.67]12.7
3342 ' . : -

MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble 1149194 |11.89]10.03[10.58 (2.54 |10.15{3.71 [8.69 |3.53
3342

MR-4-07- %0 Out of Service > 12 Hours 60.06 |48.55167.05]52.52155.51 |46  |56.84 ]38.89|54.31 |39.6
3342 ' : )

MR-4-08- % Qut of Service >.24 Hours 24.68 126.01 [25.57|28.78|21.27 |15 24.15(8:33 [20.03]11.88
3342

MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports :

MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 46.13122.6 |51.88(26.22[16.99(15.25(18.91(12.9417.66(12.39
3342 .

2-Wire xDSL Line Sharing - Maintenance

MR-2 ~ Trouble Report Rate
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MR-2-02- Network "lrouble Report Ralc Loop 0.17 0
3343
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate- Central Office 0.1 [0.17 {0.08 10.04 [|0.04 [0.12 [0.04 [0.04 10.03 [0.11
3343 , : :
MR-3 — Missed Repair Appointments .
MR-3-01- 1% Missed Repair Appoiniment — Loop 2628 |NA  129.06|NA [17.83[NA [I8.58|NA 119.3 (3333
3343 : : : ,
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office  [7.78 [5.88 |7.25 [0 11.3810 6.6 10 8.05 |0 b,c.d.e
3343 _ ' '
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 304 [NA 3039 |NA [2541|NA (269 |[NA [24.77(23.43
3343 ' .
3 MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble 11491598 [11.89|6.49 |12.21{10.84(11.63(2.27 (10.26{7.22 |bcde
b 3343 :
5
MR-4-04- % Clcarcd (all troubles) within 24 Hours 73.99194.12(73.39(100 |75.64180 |74.7 |100 |[72.06{87.5 ‘[bc,de
3343 : _ :
MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours - 60.06|5.88 |67.05|14.29|64.45[20 |73.67{0 68.59150 [be,de
3343 ' :
MR-4-08- |% Out of Service > 24 Hours 24.68|5.88 [25.57|0 2486120 [25.3910 27.56112.5 |becde
3343
MR-5 ~ Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01~ % Repeat Reports within 30 Days | 46.13(17.65(51.88{14.29(55.52|20 [57.53(25 |[56.83(50 (b.cd.e
3343
2-Wire xDSL Line Splitting - Maintenance
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 0.2|NA 0.19|NA 0.18|NA
3345 : : :
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 0.04NA | 0.04[NA | 0.03(NA
3345
- e -
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MR-3 Missed Repair égpomtments
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 17.83|NA | IB.58[NA 19.3|NA
3345 . '
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 11.38{NA 6.6{NA 8.05|NA
3345 :
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals .
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 2541INA | 269|NA |24, 77|NA
3345
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble J12.21INA  J1L63|NA | 10.26|NA
3345 :
MR-4-04- % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 75.64|NA 747[NA | 72.06|NA
3345 ' .
MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours 64.45\NA  |73.67{NA |68.59|NA
3345 ' L : . ‘
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 24 86|NA }125.39[NA |27.56|NA
3345 :
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 55.52INA  |57.53|NA |56.83|NA
3345
Special Services - Maintenance
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate .
MR-2-01- Network Trouble Report Rate 0.24 1145 (0.24 |149 0.2 [1.62 |0.2]1 [1.8 (021 [1.54
3200 . ,
MR-2-05- % CPEfTOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.29 11.94 |0.31 |2.66 [0.27 |2.63 2.57 2.94
3200 '
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Total 6.9 {7.23 |7.76 |745
3200 : '
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O N vemieey ‘Dfﬁﬂﬁf% ey
Mean Tlmc To Repalr Total - Non DSO & DSO 6.52{NA
Mean Time To Repair ~ Total - DSI & DS3 699 7.13] 6.68] 6.82( 5.99 661
% Cléarcd (all troubles) within 24 Hours . 197.82 198 97.44 1100
% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours - Non ’ 97.99INA 198.07INA [97.85] 100
DS0 & DSO , ‘ ] ' .
% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours - DS1 & _ 97.4{ 100{97.03} 100| 98.2]98.21
DS3
% Out of Service > 4 Hours 61.32]61.22]58.91{72.92
3 % Out of Service > 4 Hours - Non DS0 & DSO _ 57.42|NA |S5081|NA 159.75] 0O
() ' : ' ’
(o 8]
% Out of Service > 4 Hours'- DS1 & DS3 ' 61.78[{63.79| 59.7|79.37]53.18} 68.52
% Out of Service > 24 Hours 2.08 [2.04 125 {0
% Oul of Service > 24 Hours - Non DSO & DSO I T96[NA | 189NA .| 207] 0
% Out of Service > 24 Hours - DS1 & DS3 2.62 0l 2.99 Of 1.82] 1.85
MR- 5 Repeat T rouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 18.18110° |16.89(13.46(18.25(6.9 [13.38(i2.31(17.79(17.54
3200
TRUNKS
ORDERING
OR 1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness :
OR-I—12-5020, % On Time FOC (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) 62.5 100 90.91 . |60 100 [a,b.de

TN

A
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OR 1-12-5030] % On Time FOC (> 192 and Unforecasted Trunks) 55.06 66.46 85.39 96.15 59.09
. |OR-1-13-5020] % On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) 100 100 100 100 100
OR-1-19-5020{ % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment 100 100 100 100 100 |abde
: Trunks (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks)
OR-1-19-5030( % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment 100 NA 100 100 NA |acd
Trunks (> 192 Forecasted Trunks)
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-11-5000{ Average Trunk ASR Reject Time (<= 192 6.17 21 ab
Forecasted Trunks)
OR-2-12-5000| % On Time Trunk ASR Reject (<= 192 Forecasted 83.33 50 100 100 100 |ab.cd.e
Trunks)
PROVISIONING
PR-1 - Average Interval Offered : :
PR-1-09-5020 |Av. Interval Offered — Tn[a[ (<= 192 Forecasted 156.78 [22.67{18.35|34.5 [23.21118.75(17.29[34 [22.56[19 lab.cd.e
Trunks) B
PR-1-09-5030 |Av. Interval Offered - Total (> 192 & 2492125 (17.64(21.47]16.09[21.56(34.78 (18.27 |18 13.88] -
Unforecasted Trunks)y :
" [PR-2 - Average Interval Completed
PR-2-09-5020] Av. Interval Completed - Total (<= 192 32 124 |21.07[35.75 a,b
Forecasted Trunks) .
PR-2-09-5030 [ Av. Interval Completed — Total (> 192 & 34.9 |29.06(23.13]21.24
Unforecasted Trunks)
PR- 4 Missed Appointment : .
PR-4-01-5000) % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Total 18.9817.19 (3.52 {047 |0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-4-02-5000 [Average Delay Days - Total 17.7 {109 |6 18.67INA INA [NA |NA [NA |[NA
PR-4-03-5000| % Missed Appointment — Customer 20.15(32.1 {39.17{21.71{22.98|21.51 13.7 22.7 |ab.cde
PR-4-07-35404 % On Time Performance — LNP Only 99.36 99.1 99.5 99.32 99.76 |
PR-5 — Facility Missed Orders ' -
PR-5-01-5000 | % Missed Appointment - Verizon — Facilities 0 {0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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PR 5-02- SOOO % Orders Hcld for FdCll][lCS > 15 Days 0 0
PR-5-03-5000 | % Orders Held for Facilities > 60 Days 0 0
PR-6 — Installation Quality : ,
PR-6-01-5000| % Installation Troubles reported wnhm 30Days |0 [0 0.02 10.01 {0 0 O J0 0 0
PR-6-03-5000 | % Inst. Troubles reported within 30 Days - 0 0 0.02 (001 (005 |0 ©10.02 0
FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8 — Open Orders in a Hold Status )
PR-8-01-5000|Open Orders in a Hold Status > 30 Days 2.51 10.66 15.04 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-5000{Open Orders in a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0.12 |0 . {0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
MAINTENANCE ' :
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate ' 1
MR-2-01- | Network Trouble Report Rate G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 |5000 |
S MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals L
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Total " 234 10.75 |2.13 |1.55 [1.66 [1.56 [0.98 [0:82 [1.29 |1.08 [a,bc.d
5000 - ' . :
MR-4-04- % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 66.671100 (100 |i00 [100 [100 |100 {100 (100 (100 lab,c.d
5000
MR-4-05- % Qut of Service > 2 Hours ' 333310 50  |28.57(14.29(16.67 |0 0 0 6.25 |ab,c,d
- 15000 : ' _
MR-4-06- % Out of Service > 4 Hours 33.3310 0 0 14,29 (16.67 [0 0 0 0 a,b,c,d
5000 : : ,
MR-4-07- | % Out of Service > 12 Hours 333310 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a,b,c,d
5000 .
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 33.33(0 0 0 0 0 0 o |0 0 ab.e,d
5000 ' ' '
MR-5 — Repeat Trouble Report Rates : : . :
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 3333120 33330 . 10 0 20 |0 10 " [6.25 [ab,ed
5000 ‘
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_ EE’EE -VZ
NETWORK PERF ORMAN CE
NP-1 - Percent Final Trunk Group Blockage
NP-1-01-5000( % Final Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking 1.22 {0 1.83 |0 0.62 j0 0.31 [0 0.65 |0
) Standard
NP-1-02-5000| % FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. —(No 395 15.65 [1.83 1.7 [0.62 |1.69 (0.31 [1.65 [0.65 |1.7]
Exceptions) '
NP-1-03-5000} Number FTG Excecdmg__ockmg Std. -~ 2 Months 0 0 0 0 0
NP-1-04-5000| Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 3 Months 0 0 0 0 0
NP-2 - Collocation Performance - New . '
NP-2-01-6701] % On Time Response to Request for Physical 100 NA 100 100 100 fjac,de
Collocation :
NP-2-02-6701| % On Time Response to Request for Virtual NA NA NA {NA NA
Collocation .
NP-2-03-6701 | Average Interval — Physical Collocation 109.9 95 76 105 165.5la,b,c,de
NP-2-04-6701 ] Average Interval — Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA INA
NP-2-05-6701| % On Time — Physical Collocation 100 100 100 100 100 ibede
NP-2-06-6701| % On Time — Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-07-6701 ] Average Delay Days — Physical Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-08-6701| Average Delay Days — Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2 — Collocation Performance - Augment
NP-2-01-6702| % On Time Response to Request for Physxcal 100 100 100 100 100 |ac
. |Collocation
NP-2-02-6702{ % On Time Response to Request for Vlrtual NA NA 100 NA NA |c
_ Collocation
NP-2-03-6702| Average Interval — Physical Collocation 149.25 65 64.6 60.38 60.63 |a,b,c.de
NP-2-03-6712| Average Interval — Physical Collocation - 45 Days NA NA NA
NP-2-04-6702 | Average Interval — Virtual Collocation 76 NA 59 36.5 NA |ac,d
NP-2-05-6702} % On Time — Physical Collocation 100 100 100 100 100 jed .
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NP-2-05-6712( % On Time — Physical Collocation - 45 Days

NP-2-06-67021 % On Time — Virtual Collocation 1100 NA
NP-2-07-6702] Average Delay Days — Physical Collocation NA NA
NP-2-08-6702 | Average Delay Days — Virtual Collocation NA " INA
Abbreviations:

NA = No Activity.

UD = Under Development.

NEF = No Existing Functionality

blank cell = No data provided.

VZ = Verizon fetail analog. If no data was provided, the metric may have a benchmark.

Notes: .

a = Sample Size under 10 for September.
b = Sample Size under 10 for October.

¢ = Sample Size under 10 for November.
d = Sample Size under 10 for December.
e = Sample Size under 10 for January.
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Appendix D
Statutory Reqmrements

L STATUTORY F RAI\IEWORK

1. The 1996 Act conditions BOC entry into the market for provision of in-region.
interLATA services on compliance with certain provisions of section 271.! BOCs must apply to
the Federal Communications Commission (Commission or FCC) for authorization to provide
interl.ATA services originating in any in-region state.” The Comumission must issue a written
determination on each application no later than 90 days after receiving such application.’ Section
27 1(dX2)XA) requires the Commission to consult with the Attorney General before making any
determination approving or denying a section 271 application. The Attomey General is entitled
to evaluate the application “using any standard the Attorney General considers appropriate,” and
the Commission is required to “give substantial weight to the Attorney General’s evaluation.”™

2. In addition, the Commission must consult with the relevant state commission to
verify that the BOC has one or more state-approved interconnection agreements with a facilities-
based competitor, or a Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions (SGAT), and that
either the agreement(s) or general statement satisfy the “competitive checklist.”” Because the Act
does not prescribe any standard for the consideration of a state commission’s verification under- .
section 271(d)(2)(B), the Commission has discretion in each section 271 proceeding to determine

Y For purposes of section 271 proceedings, the Com.tmssxon uses the definition of the term “Bell Operating

Company“ contained in 47 U.S.C. § 153(4).

2

47 U.S.C. § 271(d)X(1). For purposes of section 27 proceedings, the Commission utilizes the definition of the
term “in-region state™ that is contained in 47 U.S.C. § 271(1)(1). Section 271(j) provides that 2 BOC's in-region
services include 800 service, private line service, or their equivalents that terminate in an in-region state of that BOC
and that allow the called party to determine the interL ATA carrier, even if such services originate out-of-region. Id.
§ 271(j)- The 1996 Act defines “interLATA services” as “telecommunications between a point located in a local
access and transport area and a point located outside such area.” /d. § 153(21). Under the 1996 Act, a “local access
and transport area” (LATA) is “a contiguous geographic area (A) established before the date of enactment of the
[1996 Act] by a [BOC] such that no exchange area includes points within more than 1 metropolitan statistical area,
consolidated metropolitan statistical area, or State, except as expressly permitted under the AT&T Consent Decree;
or (B) established or modified by a [BOC] after such date of enactment and approved by the Commission.” /d.

§ 153(25). LATAs were created as part of the Modification of Final Judgment's (MFJ) “plan of reorganization.”
United States v. Western Elec. Co., 569 F. Supp. 1057 (D.D.C. 1983), aff'd sub nom. California v. United States,
464 U.S. 1013 (1983). Pursuant to the MF]J, “all [BOC] territory in the continental United States [was] divided into
LATAs, generally céntcring upon a city or other 1dentifiable community of interest." United States v. Western Elec.
Co., 569 F. Supp. 990, 993-94 (D.D.C. 1983).

' 47US.C. §271d)3).
Y Id. § 2TUAN2NA).

5 I1d.§ 271(d)(2)(B).

7733



Federal Communications Commission - FCC02-118

the amount of weight to accord the state commission’s verification.® The Commission has held
that, although it will consider carefully state determinations of fact that are supported by a
detailed and extensive record, it is the FCC’s 1ole to determine whether the factual record
supports the conclusion that particular requirements of section 271 have been met.’

3. Section 271 requires the Commission to make various findings before approving
BOC entry. In ordér for the Commission to approve a BOC’s application to provide in-region,
interL ATA services, a BOC must first de_amonstrate, with respect to each state for which it seeks
authorization, that it satisfies the requirements of either section 271(c)(1)(A}) (Track A) or
271(c)(1)(B) (Track B).® In order to obtain authorization under section 271, the BOC must also
show that: (1) it has “fully implemented the competitive checklist” contained in section
271{c)(2)(B);’ (2) the requested authorization will be carried out in accordance with the
requirements of section 272;' and (3) the BOC's entry into the in-region interLATA market is
“consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.”'' The statute specifies that,
unless the Commission finds that [hese criteria have been satisfied, the Cormmssmn ‘shall not
‘approve” the requested authorization.”

S Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3962, para. 20: Application of Ameritech Michigan Pursuant to
Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, CC Docket No. 37-137, 12 FCC Red 20543, 20559-
60 (1997) (Ameritech Michigan Order). As the D.C. Circuit has held, “[a]lthough the Commission must consult
with the state commissions, the statute does not require the Commission to give State Commissions' views any
particular weight.” SBC Communications Inc. v. FCC, 138 F.3d 410, 416 (D.C. Cir. 1998).

! Amemech M:ch:gan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20560; SBC Communications v. FCC, 138 F.3d at 416-17.

' 47Us. C § 271 (d)(3)(A) See Secnon III infra, for a complete dlSCLlSSlOl’l of Track A and Track B
reqmremems

® 14 §§ 271(e)2)(B), 27 LAYB)HAXGD).

" Id. § 272; see Implemeniation of the Non-Accounting Safeguards of Sections 271 and 272 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, CC Docket No., 96-149, First Report and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Recd 21905 (1996) (Non-Accounting Safeguards Order), recon., Order on
Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red 2297 (1997), review pending sub nom., SBC Communications v. FCC, No. 97-1118
{D.C. Cir., filed Mar. 6, 1997) (held in abeyance pursuant to court order filed May 7, 1997), remanded in part sub
nom., Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies v. FCC, No. 97-1067 (D.C. Cir., filed Mar. 31, 1997), on remand, Second
Order on Reconsideration, FCC $7-222 (rel. June 24, 1997), petition for review denied sub nom. Bell Atlantic
Telephone Companies v. FCC, 113 F.3d 1044 (D.C. Cir. 1997); Implementation of the Telecommunicarions Act of
1996, Accounting Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 17539
(1996).

47 U.5.C § 271(3BXC).
1. § 2711(d)(3); see SBC Communications, Inc. v. FCC, 138 F.3d at 416.
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II. PROCEDURAL AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

4. 'To determine whether a BOC apphcant has met the prerequisites for entry into the
long distance market, the Commission evaluates-its compliance with the competitive checklist, as
developed in the FCC’s local competition rules and orders in effect at the time the apphcauon
was filed: Despite the comprehensiveness of these rules, there will inevitably be, in any section
271 proceeding, disputes over an incumbent LEC's precise obligations to its competitors that
FCC rule$ have not addressed and that do not involve per se violations of self-executing
requirements of the Act. As explained in prior orders, the section 271 process simply could not
function as Congress intended if the Commission were requiréd to resolve all such disputes as’a
precondition to granting a section 271 application.”” In the context of section 271's adJudxcatory
framework, the Commission has established certain procedural rules governing BOC section 271
applications.” The Commission has explajned in prior orders the procedural rules it has
developed to facilitate the review process.” Here we describe how the Commission considers Lhe
evidence of compliance that the BOC presents in its apphcatlon : :

5. As part of the determination that a BOC has satisfied the requirements of section
271, the Commission considers whether the BOC has fully implemented the competitive
checklist in subsection (¢)(2)(B). The BOC at all times bears the burden of proof of compliance
with section 271, even if no party challenges its compliance with a particular requirement.’® In
demonstrating its compliance, a BOC must show that it has a concrete and specific legal
obligation to furnish the item upon request pursuant to state-approved interconnection .
agreements that set forth prices and other terms and conditions for each checklist item, and that it
is currently furnishing, or is ready to furnish, the checklist items in quantities that competitors
may reasonably demand and at an acceptable level of quality.”” "I particular, the BOC must -
demonstrate that it is offering interconnection and access to network elements on a

" See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 6246, para. 19: see also Amencan Tel. & Tel. Co. v. FCC,

220 F.3d 607, 631 (D.C. Cir. 2000).

' See Procedures Jor Bell Operating Company Applications Under New Section 271 of the Communications Act,

Public Norice, 11 FCC Red 19708, 19711 (1996); Revised Comment Schedule For Ameritech Michigan Application,
as amended, for Authorization Under Section 271 of the Communications Act 0 Provide In-Region, Inter ATA
Services in the State of Michigan, Public Notice, DA 97-127 (rel. Jan. 17, 1997); Revised Procedures for Bell
Operating Company Applications Under Section 271 of the Commumcanons Act, Public Netice, 13 FCC Red 17457
(1997); Updated Filing Requaremenw for Bell Operating Company App!acanons Under Secrion 271 of the
Communications Act, Public Notice, DA 99-1994 (rel. Sept. 28, 1999); Updated Filing Requirements for Bell
Operating Company Applications Under Section 271 of the Communications Act, Public Notice, DA’01-734 (CCB
rel. Mar. 23, 2001} (collectively “271 Procedural Public Notices”).

B See, e.g., SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order 16 FCC Red at 6247-50, paras. 21-27; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC
Rcd at 18370-73, paras. 34-42; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3968-71, paras. 32-42,

'S See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18374, para. 46; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3972,

para. 46,

"' See Bell Atlantic New York Order, i3 ECC Rcd at 3973-74, para. 52.
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nondiscriminatory basis."® Previous Commission orders addressing section 271 applications have
elaborated on this statutory standard.” First, for those functions the BOC provides.to competing
carriers that are analogous to the functions a BOC provides to itself in connection with its own
retail service offerings, the BOC must provide access to competing carriers in “substantially the
same time and manner” as it provides to itself.” Thus, where a retail-analogue exists, a BOC -
must provide access that is equal to (i.e., substantially the same as) the {evel of access that the
BOC provides itself, its customers, or its affiliates, in terms of quality, accuracy, and timeliness.”
For those functions that have no retail analogue, the BOC must demonstrate that the -access it
provides to competing carriers would offer an efficient carrier a mcamngful opportunity to
compete.””

6. The determination of whether the statutory standard is met is ulnmately a
judgment the Commission must make based on its expcruse in promoting competition in local
markets and in telecommunications regulation generally.” The Commission has not established,
nor does it believe it appropriate to establish, specific objective criteria for what constitutes

“substantially the same time and manner” or a “meaningful opportunity 1o compete.”” Whether

this legal standard is met can only be decided based on an analysis of specific facts and
circumstances. Therefore, the Commission looks at each application on a case-by-case basis and
considers the totality of the circumstances, inciuding the origin and quality of the information in
the record, to determine whether the nondiscrimination requirements of the Act are met.

A. Performance Data

7. As established in prior section 271 orders, the Commission has found that
performance measurements provide valuable evidence regarding a BOC's compliance or
noncompliance with individual checklist items. The Commission expects that, in its prima fac:e
case in the initial application, a BOC relying on performance data will:

¥ See47 US.C. §271(c)(2)(B)(1). (ii).

" See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order 16 FCC Red at-6250-51, paras. 28-29; Bell Adlantic New York Order, 15
FCC Red at 3971-72, paras. 44-46,

™ SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18373, para. 44; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3971, para,

44,

¥ Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red a1 3971, para. 44; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at
20618-19.

2 14

B SWBT Texas 'Order, 15 FCC Red at 18374, para. 46; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3972, para.
46. )

®od
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a) provide sufficient performance data to support its contention that the statutory requirements
are satisfied;

b) identify the facial disparities between the applicant’s performance for itself and its
performance for competitors;

.c) explain why those facial disparities are anornalous, caused'by forces beyond the applicant’s

control {e.g., competing carrier-caused errors), or have no meaningful adverse impact on a
competing carrier’s ability to obtain and serve customers; and

d) provide the underlying data, analysis, and methodologies necessary to enable the Commission
and commenters meaningfully 1o evaluate and contest the validity of the applicant’s
explanations for performance disparities, including, for example, carrier specific carrier-to-
cammer performance data. '

8. The Commission has explained in prior orders that parity and benchmark
standards established by state commissions do not represent absolute maximum or minimum

- levels of performance necessary to satisfy the competitive checklist. Rather, where these

standards are developed through open proceedings with input from both the incumbent and
competing carriers, these standards can represent informed and reliable attemnpts to objectively
approximate whether competing carriers are being served by the incumbent in substantially the
same time and manner, or in a way that provides them a meaningful opportunity to compete.”
Thus, to the extent there is no statistically significant difference between a BOC’s provision of
service to competing carriers and its own retail customers, the Commission generally need not
look any further.” Likewise, if a BOC's provision of service to competing carriers satisfies the
performance benchmark, the analysis is usually done. Otherwise, the Commission will examine
the evidence further to make a determination whether the statutory nondiscrimination
requirements are met.”® Thus, the Commission will examine the explanations that a BOC and
others provide about whether these data accurately depict the quality of the BOC’s performance.
The Commission also may examine how many months a variation in performance has existed
and what the recent trend has been. The Commission may find that statistically significant
differences exist, but conclude that such differences have little or no competitive significance in
the marketplace. In such cases, the Commission may conclude that the differences are not
meaningful in terms of statutory compliance. Ultimately, the determination of whether a BOC’s
performance meets the statutory requirements necessarily is a contextual decision based on the
totality of the circumstances and information before the Comrmission.

9. Where there are multiple performance measures associated with a particular
checklist item, the Commission would consider the performance demonstrated by all the
measurements as a whole. Accordingly, a disparity in performance for one measure, by itself,

¥ See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6252, para. 31; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18377,

‘para. 35 & n.102.

T2

See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3970, para. 59.
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may not provide a basis for finding noncompliance with the checklist. The Commission may
also find that the reported performance data are affected by factors beyond a BOC’s control, a
finding that would make it less likely to hold the BOC wholly accountable for the disparity. This
is not to say, however, that performance discrepancies on a single performance metric are :
unimportant.. Indeed, under certain circumstances, disparity with respect to one performance
measurement may support a finding of statutory noncompliance, particularly if the disparity is .
substantial or has endured for a long time, or if it is accompanied by other evidence of
discriminatory conduct or evidence that competing carriers have been denied a meaningful
opportunity to compete.

10. In sum, the Commission does not use performance measurements as a substitute
for the 14-point competitive checklist. Rather, it uses performance measurements as valuable
evidence with which to inform the judgment as to whether a BOC has complied with the
checklist requirements. Although performance measurements add necessary objectivity and
predictability to the review, they cannot wholly replace the Commission’s own judgment as to
whether a BOC has complied with the competitive checklist.

B. Relevance of Previous Section 271 Approvals

11. In some section 271 applications, the volumes-of the BOC’s commercial orders
may be significantly lower than they were in prior proceedings. In certain instances, volumes
may be so low as to render the performance data inconsistent and inconclusive.” Performance
data based on low volumes of orders or other transactions are not as reliable an indicator of
checklist compliance as performance based on larger numbers of observations. Indeed, where
performance data are based on a low number of observations, small variations in performance
may produce wide swings in the reported performance data. It is thus not possible to place the
same evidentiary weight upon — and to draw the same types of conclusions from — performance
data where volumes are low, as for data based on more robust activity.

12, In such cases, findings in prior, related section 271 proceedings may be a relevant
factor in the Commission’s analysis. Where a BOC provides evidence that a particular system
reviewed and approved in a prior section 271 proceeding is also used in the proceeding at hand,
the Commission’s review of the same system in the current proceeding will be informed by the
findings in the prior one. Indeed, to the extent that issues have aiready been briefed, reviewed
and resolved in a prior section 271 proceeding, and absent new evidence or changed-
circumstances, an application for a related state should not be a forum for re-litigating and
reconsidering those issues. Appropriately employed, such a practice can give us a fuller picture
of the BOC’s compliance with the section 271 requirements while avoiding, for all parties

¥ The Commission has never required, however, an applicant to demonstrate that it processes and provisions a
substantial commercial volume of orders, or.has achieved a specific market share in its service area, as a prerequisite
for satisfying the competitive checklist. See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20585, para. 77 {explaining
that Congress had considered and rejected language that would have imposed a “market share” requirement in
section 27 1(c)(1){A)). '
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involved in the section 271 process, the delay and expense associated with redundant and
unnecessary proceedings and submissions.

13.  However, the statute requires the Commission to make a separate determination of
checklist compliance for each state and, accordingly, we do not consider any finding from
previous section 271 .orders to be dispositive of checklist compliance in current proceedings.
While the Commission’s review may be informed by prior findings, the Commission will
consider all relevant evidence in the record, including state-specific factors identified by
commenting parties, the states, the Department of Justice. However, the'Commission has always
held that an applicant’s performance towards competing carriers in an actual commercial
environment is the best evidence of nondiscriminatory access to OSS and other nerwork
elements.”® Thus, the BOC’s actual performance in the applicant state may be relevant to the
analysis and determinations with respect to the 14 checklist items. Evidence of satisfactory
performance in another state cannot trump convincing evidence that an applicant fails to provide
nondiscriminatory access to a network element in the applicant state.

14.”  Moreover, because the Commission’s review of a section 271 application must be
based on a snapshot of 2 BOC'’s recent performance at the time an application is filed, the
Commission cannot simply rely on findings relating to an applicant’s performance in an anchor
state at the time it issued the determination for that state. The performance in that state could
change due to a multitude of factors, such as increased order volumes or shifts in the mix of the
types of services or UNEs requested by competing carriers. Thus, even when the applicant
makes a convincing showing of the relevance of anchor state data, the Commission must
examine how recent performance in that state compares to performance at the time it approved
that state’s section 271 apphcatlon in order to determine if the systems and processes continue to
perform at acceptable levels.

Il COMPLIANCE WITH ENTRY REQUIREMENTS — SECTIONS 271(e)(1)A) &
- 271{c)(1)(B)

?

15.  As noted above, in order for the Commission to approve a BOC's application 1o

: 'pi’o_vide in-region, interLATA, services, a BOC must first demonstrate that it satisfies the

requirements of either section 271(c)(1)(A) (Track A) or 271(c)(1)(B) (Track B).* To qualify for
Track A, a BOC must have interconnection agreements with one ot more competing providers of
“telephone exchange service . . . to residential and business subscribers.”™ The Act states that
“such telephone service may be offered . . . either exclusively over [the competitor’s] own
telephone exchange service facilities or predomuinantly over [the competitor’s] own telephone
exchange facilities in combination with the resale of the telecommunications services of another

28

See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC-Red at 18376, para. 53; BeHAtlannc New York Order 15 FCC Red at 3974,
para. 53.

¥ See 47 US.C. § 271{(A(3NA).

g
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carrier.””” The Commission concluded in the Ameritech Michigan Order that section
271(c)(1)(A) is satisfied if one or more competing providers collectively serve residential and
business subscribers.™

16. As an alternative to Track A, Section 271(c)(1)(B) permits BOCs to obtain
authority to provide in-region, interlLATA services if, after 10 months from the date of
enactment, no facilities-based provider, as described in subparagraph (A), has requested the
access and interconnection arrangements described therein (referencing one or more binding
agreements approved under Section 252), but the state has approved an SGAT that satisfies the
competitive checklist of subsection (c}(2)(B). Under section 27 {(d)(3)(A)(ii), the Commission
shall not approve such a request for in-region, intetLATA service unless the BOC demonstrates
that, “with respect to access and interconnection generally offered pursuant to [an SGAT], such
staternent offers all of the items included in the competitive checklist.”® Track B, however, is
not available to a BOC if it has already received a request for access and interconnection from a
prospective competing provider of telephone exchange service.

‘IV. COMPLIANCE WITH THE COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST - SECTION
271(e)(2)(B)

A. Checklist' Item 1- Interconnection

17. Section 27 1(cX2)}(BXi) of the Act requires a section 271 applicant to provide
“[i]nterconnection in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1 ).
Section 251(c)(2) imposes a duty on incumbent LECs *to provide, for the facilities and
equipment of any requesting telecommunications carrier, interconnection with the local exchange
carrier’s network . . . for the trapsmission and routing of telephone exchange service and
exchange access.”® In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Comimission
.concluded that interconnection referred “only to the physical linking of two networks for the

oM

2 See Ameritech Michigan Order; 12 FCC Red 5& 20589, para. 85; see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13
FCC Rcd at 20633-33, paras, 46-48.

¥ 47 U.S.C. § 27UDBXAN).

¥ See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20561-62, para. 34. Nevertheless, the above-mentioned
foreclosure of Track B as an option is subject to limited exceptions. See 47 U.S.C. § 271{c)}{1)(B); see also
Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20563-64, paras. 37-38. '

¥ 47 U.S.C. § 271(cH2XBY(i); see Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3977-78, para. 63; Second
BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20640, para. 61; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20662,
para. 222,

¥ 47USC.§ 251cH2NA).
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mutual exchange of traffic.”™ Section 251 contains three requirements for the provision of
interconnection. First, an incumbent LEC must provide interconnection “at any technically
feasible point within the carrier’s network.” Second, an incumbent LEC must provide - -
interconnection that is “at least equal in quality to that provided by the local exchange carrier to
itself.”*® Finally, the incumbent LEC must provide interconnection ‘“on rates, terms, and
conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscrirhinatory, in accordance with the terms of the
agreement and the requirements of [section 2517 and section 252.™°

18. To implcnicnt the equal-in-quality requirement in section 251, the Commission’s
rules require an incumbent LEC to design and operate its interconnection facilities to meet “the

same technical criteria and service standards” that are used for the interoffice trunks within the

incumbent LEC’s network.” In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission
identified trank group blockage and ermsxmssmn standards as indicators of an incumbent LEC’s
technical criteria and service standards.” In prior section 271 applications, the Commission
concluded that disparities in trunk group blockage indicated a fatlure to provide interconnection
to competing carriers equal-in-quality to the interconnection the BOC provided to its own retail
operations.®

19. In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission concluded that
the requirement to provide interconnection on terms and conditions that are “just, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory” means that an incumbent LEC must provide interconnection to a competitor
in a manner no less efficient than the way in which the incumbent LEC provides the comparable

7 Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, First Report and

Order, 11 FCC Red 15499, 15590, para. 176 (1996} (Local Competition First Report and Order). Transport and
termination of traffic are therefore excluded from the Commission’s definition of interconnection. See id.

B 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)2)(B). In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission identified a

minimum set of technically feasible points of interconnection. See Local Compétition First Report and Order. 11
FCC Rcd at 15607-09, paras. 204-11. .

"® 47 U.S.C§ 251(0)2H0).

0 14§25 1e)(2)(D).

Y Local Competition Fzrsr Repon and Order 11 FCC Red at 15613 15, paras. 221-225; see Bell Atlantic New -

York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3978, para. 64; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20641-42, paras. 63-
64, .

Loca! Comperition First Reparf and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15614-15, paras. 224-25.

See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3978, para. 64; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC
Red at 20648-3Q, paras. 74-77; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20671-74, paras. 240-45. The
Commission has relied on trunk blockage data to evaluate a BOC's interconnection performance. Trunk group
blockage indicates that end users are experiencing difficulty completing or receiving calls, which may have a direct
impact on the customer's perception of 2 competitive LEC's service quality.
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function to its own retail operations. The Commission’s rules interpret this obligation to
include, among other things, the incumbent LEC’s installation time for interconnection service®
and its provisioning of two-way trunking arrangements. Similarly, repair time for troubles
affecting interconnection trunks is useful for determining whether a BOC provides _
interconnection service under “terms and conditions that are no less favorable than the terms and
conditions” the BOC provides to its own retail operations.

20.  Competing carriers may choose any method of technically feasible
interconnection at a particular point on the incumbent LEC’s network.” Incumbent LEC
provision of interconnection trunking is one common means of interconnection. Technically
feasible methods also include, but are not limited to, physical and virtual collocation and meet
point arrangements.” The provision of collocation is an essential prerequisite to demonstrating

_compliance with item 1 of the competitive checklist.® In the Advanced Services First Report and
Order, the Commission revised its collocation rules to require incumbent LECs to mclude shared
cage and cageless collocation arrangements as part of their physical collocation offerings.” In
response to a remand from the D.C.. Circuit, the Commission adopted the Collocation Remand
Order, establishing revised criteria for equipment for which incumbent LECs must permit
collocation, requiring incumnbent LECs to provide cross-connects between collocated carriers,
and establishing principles for physical collocation space and configuration.” To show

Local Comperi}ion First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15612, para. 218; see also Bell Atlantic New York
Order, 15 FCC Red at 3978, para. 65; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20642, para. 65.

© 47 CER.§ 51.305(a)(5).

4
¢ The Commission’s rules require an incumbent LEC to provxde two-way U'Uﬂklﬂg upon request, WhBl’CVCI‘ two-
S|

way trunking arrangements are technically feasible. 47 C.F.R. § 51.305(f); see also Bell Atlantic New York Order,
- 15 FCC Red at 3978-79, para. 65; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20642, para. 65; Lor:al
Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 15612-13, paras, 219-20.

‘”. 47 C.F.R. § 51.305(a)(5).

“*®  Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15779, paras. 549-50; see Bell Atlantic New York
Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3979, para. 66; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20640-41, para. 61.

¥ 47CFR. §51.321(b); Local Caméennon First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15779- 82, paras. 349-50; see
also Bell Atlantic New York Order, ]5 ECC Recd at 3979, para. 66; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red
at 20640-41, para. 62.

% 470.5.C. § 251(c)(6) (requiring incumbent LECs to.provide physical collocation); Bell Atlantic New York

Order, 15 FCC Red at 3579, para. 66; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20640-41, paras. 61-62.

%' Deployment of Wireline Services offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, First Report and Order

and Further Notice of Proposed Ruiemaking, 14 FCC Rcd 4761, 4784-86, paras. 41-43.(1999), aff'd in part and
vacated and remanded in part sub nom. GTE Service Corp. v. FCC, 205 F.3d 416 (D:C. Cir. 20009, on recon.,
Collocation Reconsideration Order, 15 FCC Red 17806 {2000); on remand, Deployment of Wireline Services
Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, Fourth Report and Order, 16 FCC Red 15435 (2001)

" (Collocation Remand Order), petition for recon. pending.
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compliance with its collocation obligations, a BOC must have processes and procedures in place
to ensure that all applicable collocation arrangements are available on terms and conditions that
are “just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory” in accordance with section 251(c)(6) and the FCC’s
implementing rules.” Data showing the quality of procedures for processing applications for
collocation space, as well as the timeliness and efficiency of provisioning collocation space, help
the Commission evaluate a BOC’s compliance with its collocation obligations.™ .

21. As stated above, checklist item 1 requires a BOC to provide interconnection in
accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1)."* Section 252(d)(1)
requires state determinations regarding the rates, terms, and conditions of interconnection to be
based on cost and to be nondiscriminatory, and allows the rates to include a reasonable profit.*
The Commission’s pricing rules require, among other things, that in order to comply with its
collocation obligations, an incumbent LEC provide collocation based on TELRIC ¥

22, To the extent pricing disputes arise, the Commission will -not duplicate the work -
of the state commissions. As noted in the SWBT Texas.Order, the Act authorizes the state
commissions to resolve specific carrier-to-carrier disputes arising under the Jocal competition
provisions, and it authorizes the federal district courts to ensure that the results of the state
arbitration process are consistent with federal law.”* Although the Commission has an
independent statutory obligation to ensure compliance with the checklist, section 271 does not
compel us to preempt the orderly disposition of intercarrier disputes by the state commissions,
particularly now that the Supreme Court has restored the Commission’s pricing jurisdiction and
has thereby directed the state commissions to follow FCC pricing rules in their disposition of
those disputes.”

23. Consistent with the Commission’s precedent, the mere presence of interim rates
will not generally threaten a section 271 application so long as: (1) an interim solution to a

{Continued from previous page)
% See Collocation Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 15441-42, para. 12.

% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3979, para. 66; Second BeliSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red

at 20643, para, 66; BellSouth Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 649-31, para. 62.

54

Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3979, para. 66; Second BeliSouth Louzszana Order, 13 FCC Red
al 20640-41, paras. 61-62. .

¥ 47U.S.C. § 271{c)(2)(B)(i) (emphasis added).

% 1d. § 252(d)(1).

7 See 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.501-07, 51.509(2): Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15812-16,1,
15844-61, 15874-76, 15912, paras. 618-29, 674-712, 743-51, 826. .
% See SWBT Texas Order 15 FCC Red at 18394, para. 88; see alse 47 U.S.C. §§ 252(c) (e)(ﬁ) American Tel. &

Tel Co. v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 (1999) (AT&T v. lowa Utils. Bd.).

¥ SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 18394, para. 88; AT&T Corp. v. lowa Usils. Bd., 525 U.S. at 377-86.
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particular rate dispute is reasonable under the circumstances; (2) the state commission has
demonstrated its commitment to the Commission’s pricing rules; and (3) provision is made for
refunds or true-ups once permanent rates are set.”’ In addition, the Commission has determined
that rates contained within an approved section 271 application; including those that are interim,
are reasonable starting points for interim rates for the same carrier in an adjoining state.”'

24, Although the Commission has been willing to grant a section 271 application with
a ltmited number of interim rates where the above-mentioned three-part test is met, it is clearly
preferable to analyze a section 271 application on the basis of rates derived from a permanent
rate proceeding.® At some point, states will have had sufficient time to complete these
proceedings. The Commission will, therefore, become more reluctant to continue approving
section 271 applications containing interim rates. It would not be sound policy for interim rates
to become a substitute for completing these significant proceedings. . :

B. Checklist Item 2 — Unbundled Network Elements
1. Access to Operations Support Systéms

25. Incumbent LECs use a variety of systems, databases, and personnel (collectively
referred to as OSS) to provide service to their customers.® The Commission consistently has
found that nondiscriminatory access to OSS is a prerequisite to the development of meaningful
local competition.* For example, new entrants must have access to the functions performed by
the incumnbent’s OSS in order to formulate and place orders for network elements or resale
services, to install service to their customers, to maintain and repair network facilities, and to bill
customers.” The Commission has determined that without nondiscriminatory access to the
BOC’s OSS, a competing carrier “will be severely disadvantaged, if not precluded altogether,
from fairly competing” in the local exchange market.*

26.  Section 271 requires the Commission to determine whether a BOC offers
nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) requires a BOC to provide
“nondiscriminatory access to network elements in accordance with the requirements of sections

®  SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Rced at 18394, para. 88;r.‘s‘ee also Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at
4091, para. 258 {explaining the Commission’s case-by-case review of interim prices).

1 SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16_FCC Red at 6359-60, para. 239.
8 See Bell Adlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4091, para. 260.
- 1d. at 3989-90, para. 83; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 585.

. % See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3990, para. 83, BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC
Recd at 547-48, 585 Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20653,

5 See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3990, para. 83.

% 14

7744




LT
S

Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1).”" The Commission has determined that access to OSS functions falls
squarely within an incumbent LEC’s duty under section 251(c)(3) to provide unbundled network
elements (UNEs) under terms and conditions that are nondiscriminatory and just and reasonable, -
and its duty under section 251{c}4) to offer resale scrviccs without imposing any limitations or
conditions that are discriminatory or unreasonable.”® The Commission must therefore examine a

. BOC’s OSS performance to evaluate compliance with section 271{c)(2)(B)(ii} and (xiv).%

addition, the Commission has also concluded that the duty to provide nondlscnnnnatory access
to OSS functions is embodied in other terms of the competitive checklist as well.” Consistent
with prior orders, the Commission examines a BOC s OSS performance dlrectly under checklist
iterns 2 and 14, as well as other checklist terms.”

27. As part of its statutory obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to OSS
functions, 2 BOC must provide access that sufficiently supports each of the three modes of -
competitive entry envisioned by the 1996 Act — competitor-owned facilities, UNEs, and resale.”
For OSS functions that are analogous to those that a BOC provides to itself, its' customers or its
affiliates, the nondiscrimination standard requires the BOC to offer requesting carriers access that
is equivalent in terms of quality, accuracy, and timeliness.” The BOC must provide access that
permits competing carriers to perform these functions in “substantially the same time and
manner” as the BOC.* The Comrnission has recognized in prior orders that there may be
situations in which a BOC contends that, although equivalent access has not been achieved for an
analogous function, the access that it provides is nonetheless nondiscriminatory within the
meaning of the statute.”

7 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)B)i).

% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3990, para. 84.

@ d

® 14 As part of a BOC's demonstration that it is “providing” a checklist item (e.g., unbundled loops, unbundled

local switching, resale services), it must demonstrate that it is providing nondiscriminatory access to the systems,

.information, and personnel that support thal element or service. An exarmination of a BOC's OSS performance is

therefore integral to the determination of whether a BOC is offering all of the items contained in the competitive
checklist. /d.

7' Id. at3990-91, para. 84.
7 dat 3991, para. 85.

L7

k7] .. . - .
id. For example, the Commission would not deem an incumbent LEC t0 be providing nondiscriminatory access

to OSS if limitations on the processing of information between the interface and the back office syslems prevented a
competitor from performing a specific function in substantially the same time and manner as the incimbent performs
that function for itself.

. Seeid.
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28. For OSS functions that have no retail analogue, the BOC must offer access
“sufficient to allow an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete.” In assessing
whether the quality of access affords an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to
compete, the Commission will examine;, in the first instance, whether specific performance
standards exist for those functions.” In particular, the Commission will consider whether
appropriate standards for measuring OSS performance have been adopted by the relevant state
comumission of agreed upon by the BOC in an interconnection agreement or during the
implementation of such an agreement,” If such performance standards exist, the Cormmission
will evaluate whether the BOC’s pcrformance is sufficient to allow an efficient compeltitor a
meanmcful opportunity to compete.’

.29. The Commission analyzes whethcr a BOC has met the nondlscnmmatlon standard
for each OSS function using a two-step approach. First, the Commission determines “whether
the BOC has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient access to each
of the necessary OSS functions and whether the BOC is adequately assisting competing carriers:
to understand how to implement and use all of the OSS functions available to them.”* ‘The
Commission next assesses “whether the OSS functions that the BOC has deployed are

operatienally ready, as a practical matter.”™

30:-.  Under the first inquiry, a BOC must demonsirate that 1t has developed sufficient -
electronic (for functions that the BOC accesses electronically) and manual interfaces to allow.
competing carriers equivalent access to all of the necessary OSS functions.”. For example, a

* Id. at 3991, para. 86.
7o

% fd. As a general proposition, specific performance standards adopted by a state commission in an arbitration
decision would be more persuasive evidence of commercial reasonableness than a standard unilaterally adopted by
the BOC outside ofjls interconnection agreement. Id. at 20619-20.

B Seeid. at 3991-92, pard. 86.

% 1d a1 3992, para. 87; Ameritech Machtgan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20616; see also Second BellSouth Louisiana
Order, 13 FCC Red at 20654; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 592-93. In making this
determination, the Commission “consider(s) all of the automated and manual processes a BOC has undertaken to
provide access 1o OSS functions,” including the interface (or gateway) thal connects the competing carrier’s own
operations support systems to the BOC; any electronic or manual processing link between that interface and the
BOC’s 0SS (including all necessary back office systems and personnel); and all of the OSS that a BOC uses in
providing network elements and resale services 1o a competing carrier. Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at
20613, see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20654 n:241.

Y See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3992, para. 88.

% Jd. at 3992, para. 87; see also Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20616, para. 136 (The Commission
determines “whether the BOC has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient access to each
of the necessary OSS functions and whether the BOC is adequately assisting competing cariers to understand how to
implement and use all of the OSS functions available to them.”). For example, a BOC must provide competing
{continued....) - ’
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BOC must provide competing carriers with the specifications necessary for carriers to design or
modify their systems in a manner that will enable them to communicate with the BOC's systems
and any relevant interfaces.® In addition, a BOC must disclose to competmo carriers any internal
business rules™ and other formatting information necessary to ensure that a carrier’s requests and
orders are processed efficiently. Finally, a BOC must demonstrate that its OSS is designed to
accommodate both current demand and projected demand for competing carriers’ access to OSS
functions.® Although not a prerequisite, the Commission continues to encourage the use of
industry standards as an appropriate means of meeting the needs of a competitive local exchange
market."”

31. Under the second inquiry, the Commission examines performance measurements
and other evidence of commercial readiness to ascertain whether the BOC’s OSS is handling
current demand and will be able to handle reasonably foreseeable future volumes.® The most
probative evidence that OSS functions are operationally ready is actual commercial usage.”
Absent sufficient and reliable data on commercial usage, the Commission will consider the
results of carrier-to-carrier testing, independent third-party testing, and internal testing in -
assessing the commercial readiness of a BOC’s OSS.* Although the Commission does not
require OSS testing, a persuasive test will provide us with an objective means by which to

~ evaluate a BOC’s OSS readiness where there is little to no evidence of commercial usage, or may

otherwise strengthen an application where the BOC's evidence of actual commercial usage is
weak or is otherwise challenged by competitors. The persuasiveness of a third-party review,
however, is dependent upon the qualifications, experience and independence of the third party
and the conditions and scope of the review itself.”' If the review is limited in scope or depth or is

(Continued from previous page)
carriers the specifications necessary to design their systems interfaces and business rules necessary to format ordcrs
and demonstrate that sysncms are scalable to handle current and projected demand. Jd.

8 14

Business rules refer to the protocols that a BOC uses to ensure uniformity in the format of orders and include
information concerning ordering codes such as universal service ordering codes (USQCs) and ficld identifiers -
(FIDs). Id.; see also Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20617 n.335.

¥ Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3992, para. 88,
¥

5 Se id.

B 14 at 3993, para, 9.

¥ ol

%

"' See id.; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20659 (emphasizing that a third-party review should

encompass the entire obligation of the incumbent LEC to provide nondiscriminatory access, and, where applicable,
should consider the ability of actual competing carriers in the market 1o operate using the incumbent’s OSS access)
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not independent and blind, the Commission will give it minimal weight. As noted above, to the
extent the Commission reviews performance data, it looks at the totality of the circumstances and
generally does not view individual performance disparities, particulatly if they are isolated and
slight, as dispositive of whether a BOC has satisfied its checklist obligations.” Individual
performance disparities may, nevertheless, resuit in a finding of checklist noncompliance,
particularly if the disparity is substantial or has endured for a long time, or if it is accompanied by
other evidence of discriminatory conduct or evidence that competing carfiers have been-denied a
meaningful opportunity to compete.

a. Relevance of a BOC’s Prior Section 271 Orders

32, The SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order specifically outlined a non-exhaustive
evidentiary showing that must be made in the initial application when a BOC seeks to rely on
evidence presented in another application.” First, a BOC’s application must explain the extent to
which the OSS are “the same” — that is, whether it employs the shared use of a single OSS, or the
use of systems that are identical, but separate.” To satisfy this inquiry, the Commission looks to
whether the relevant states utilize a common set of processes, business rules, interfaces, systems
and, in many instances, even personnel.” The Commission will also carefully examine third
party reports that demonstrate that the BOC’s OSS are the same in each of the relevant states.™
Finally, where a BOC has discernibly separate OSS, it must demonstrate that its OSS reasonably
can be expected to behave in the same manner.” Second, unless an applicant seeks to establish
only that certain discrete components of its OSS are the same, an applicant must subnit evidence
relating to all aspects of its OSS, including those OSS functions performed by BOC.personnel.

b. Pre-Ordering

33. A BOC must demonstrate that: (i) it offers nondiscriminatory access to OSS pre-
ordering functions associated with determining whether a loop 1s capable of supporting xDSL
advanced technologies; (ii) competing carriers successfully have built and are using application-
to-application interfaces to perform pre-ordering functions and are able to integrate pre-ordering

%2 . See SWBT Kansai/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6301-02, para. 138.
% Seeid. at 6286-91, paras. 107-18

¥ Seeid. at 6288, para. 111.

% The Commission has consistently held that a BOC’s OSS includes both mechanized systems and manual
processes, and thus the OSS functions performed by BOC personnel have been part of the FCC's 0SS functionality
and commercial readiness reviews. '

% - See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, id. at 6287, para. 108.

7 Seeid. at 6288, para. 111.
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- and ordering interfaces; * and (iii) its pre-ordering systems provide reasonably prompt response

times and are con51stent1y available in a manner that affords competitors a meamngful
opportunity to compete.” :

34.  The pre-ordering phase of OSS generally includes those activities that a carrier
undertakes to gather and verify the information necessary to place an order.'” Given that pre-
ordering represents the first exposure that a prospective customer has to a competing carrier, it is
critical that a competing carrier is able to accomplish pre-ordering activities in a manner no less
efficient and responsive than the incumbent.' Most of the pre-ordering activities that must be
undertaken by a competing carrier to order resale services and UNEs from the incumbent are
analogous to the activities a BOC must accomplish to furnish service to its own customers. For
these pre-ordering functions, a BOC must demonstrate that it provides requesting carriers access
that enables them to perform pre-ordering functions in substantjally the same time and manner as
its retail operations.'” For those pre-ordering functions that lack a retail analogue, a BOC must
provide access that affords an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete.™ In
prior orders, the Commnission has emphasized that providing pre-ordering functionality through
an application-to-application interface is essential in enabling carriers to conduct real-time
proces"img and to integrate pre-ordering and ordering functions in the same manner -as the
BOC.

In prior orders, the Commission has emphasized that providing pre-ordering functionality through an
application-to-application interface is essential in enabling carners to conduct real-time processing and to integrae
pre-ordering and ordering functions in the same manner as the BOC., SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 18426,
para. 148, .

*  The Commission has held previously that an interface that provides responses in a prompt timeframe and is
stable and reliable, is necessary for competing carriers to market their services and serve their customers as
efficiently and at the same level of quality as a BOC serves its own customers. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15
FCC Red at 4025 and 4029, paras. 145 and 154.

19 See Bell Arlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129, see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order
13 FCC Red at 20660, para. 94 (referring to “pre-ordering and ordering” collectively as “the exchange of
information between telecommunications carriers about current or proposed customer products and services or
unbundled network elements or some combination thereof™). In prior orders, the Commission has idenfified the
following five pre-order functions: (1) customer service record (CSR) information; (2) address validation;

(3) telephone number information; {4) due date information; (5) services and feature information. See Bell Atlantic
New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4015, para. 132; Second BetlSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20660, para.
94; BellSouth Sourh Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 619, para. 147.

101

Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129.
2 Id.; see also BeHSOurh South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 623- 29 {concluding that failure 10 deploy an
application-to-application interface denies competing carriers equivalent access to pre-ordering OSS functions).

5 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129.

' See id. at 4014, para. 130; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20661-67, para, 105.
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)]  Access to Loop Qualification Information

35.  In accordance with the UNE Remand Order,' the Commission requires
incumbent carriers to provide competitors with access to all of the same detailed information
about the loop that is available to the incumbents,'” and in the same time frame, so that a
competing carrier can make an independent judgment at the pre-ordering stage about whether an
end user loop is capable of supporting the advanced services equipment the competing carrier
intends to install.'” Under the UNE Remand Order, the relevant inquiry is not whether a BOC's
retail arm accesses such underlying information but whether such information exists anywhere in

"aBOC’s back office and can be accessed by any of a BOC’s personnel.'® Moreover, a BOC may
not “filter or digest” the underlying information and may not provide only information that is
useful in provisioning of a particular type of xDSL that a BOC offers.'” A BOC must also
provide loop qualification information based, for example, on an individual address or zip code
of the end users in a particular wire center, NXX code or on any other basis that the BOC
provides such inforrnation to itself. Moreover, a BOC must also provide access for competing
carriers to the loop qualifying information that the BOC can itself access manually or
electronically. Finally, a BOC must provide access to loop qualification information to
competitors within the same time intervals it is provided to the BOC’s retail operations or its
advanced services affiliate.'® As the Comrmission determined in the UNE Remand Order,.
however, “to the extent such information is not normally provided to the incumbent’s retail
personnel, but can be obtained by contacting back office personnel, it must be provided: to

' UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3885, para. 426 {determining “that the pre-ordering function includes

access 10 loop qualification information™).

% Seeid Ata rhim'mum, a BOC must provide (1) the composition of the loop material, including both fiber and

copper; {2) the existence, location and type of any electronic or other eguipment on the loop, including but not
limited to, digital loop carrier or other remote concentration devices, feeder/distribution interfaces, bridge taps, load
coils, pair-gain devices, disturbers in the same or adjacent binder groups; (3) the loop length, including the length
and location of each type of transmission media; (4) the wire gauge(s) of the loop; and (5) the electrical parameters
of the loop, which may determine the suitability of the loop for various technologies. /4

% As the Commission has explained in prior proceedings, because characteristics of a loop, such as its length and

the presence of various impediments to digital transmission, can hinder certain advanced services technologies,
carriers often seek to “pre-qualify” a loop by accessing basic loop makeup information that will assist carriers in
ascertaining whether the loop, either with or without the removal of the impediments, can support a particular
advanced service. See id,, 15 FCC Red at 4021, para. 140,

1% UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3885-3887, paras. 427-431 (noting that *‘to the extent such information is
not normally provided to the incumbent’s retail personnel, but can be obtained by contacting back office personnel, it
must be provided to requesting carriers within the same time.frame that any incumbent personnel are able to obtain
such information.”). )

109 See SWBT Kansas Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6292-93, para. 121.

110 ld
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requesting carriers within the same time frame that any incumbent personnel are able to obtain
such information.”""

¢ Ordering

36. Consistent with section 27 1{c)(2)(B)(ii),-a BOC must demonstrate its ability to
provide competing carriers with access to the OSS functions necessary for placing wholesale
orders. For those functions of the ordering systems for which there is a retail analogue, a BOC
must demonstrate, with performance data and other evidence, that it provides competing carriers
with access to its OSS in substantially the same time and manner as it provides to its retail
operations. For those ordering functions that lack a direct retail analogue, a BOC must
demonstrate that its systems and performance allow an efficient carrier a meaningful opportunity
to compete. As in prior section 271 orders, the Commission focks primarily at the applicant’s
ability to return order confirmation notices, order reject notices, order completion notices and
jeopardies, and.at its order flow-through rate.'”

d. Provisioning

37. A BOC must provision competing carriers’ orders for resale and UNE-P services
in substantially the same time ard manner as it provisions orders for its own retail customers.'”

- Consistent with the approach in prior section 271 orders, the Commission examines a BOC’s

provisioning processes, as well as its performance with respect to provisioning timeliness (i.e.,
missed due dates and average installation intervals) and provisioning quality (i.e., service
problems experienced at the provisioning stage).'

.

€. Maintenance and Repair

38, . A competing carrier that provides service through resale or UNEs remains
dependent upon the incumbent LEC for maintenance and repair. Thus, as part of its obligation to
provide nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions, @ BOC must provide requesting carriers with
nondiscriminatory access to its maintenance and repair systems."* To the extent a BOC performs

"' UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3885-3887, paras., 427-31.

"? See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18438, para. 170; Bel! Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4035-

39, paras. 163-66. The Commission examines (i) order flow-through rates, (ii) jeopardy notices and (iil) order
completion notices using the “same time and manner” standard. The Commission examines order confirmation
notices and order rejection notices using the “meaningful opportunity to compete” standard.

"2 See Bell Atlantic New York, 15 FCC Red at 4058, para. 196. For provisioning timeliness, the Commission looks
to missed due dates and average installation imervals; for provisioning quahly, the Comumission looks to service
problems experienced at the provxsmnlng stage.

114 Id

" 1d. at 4067, para. 212; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20692; Ameritech Michigan Order,
12 FCC Red at 20613, 20660-61.
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analogous maintenance and repair functions for its retail operations, it must provide competing
carriers access that enables them to perform maintenance and repair functions “in substantially
the same time and manner” as a BOC provides its retail customers."® Equivalent access ensures
that competing carriers can assist customers experiencing service disruptions using the same
network information and diagnostic tools that are available to BOC personnel.'” Without
equivalent access, a competing carrier would be placed at a significant competitive disadvantage,
as its customer would perceive a problem with a BOC’s network as a problem with the -
competing carrier’s own network.' '

f.  Billing

39. A BOC must provide nondiscriminatory access to its billing functions, which is
necessary to enable competing carriers to provide accurate and timely bills to their customers.'”
In making this determination, the Commission assesses a BOC’s billing processes and systems,
and its performance data. Consistent with prior section 271 orders, a BOC must demonstrate that

it provides competing carriers with complete and accurate reports on the service usage of
competing carriers’ customers in substantially the same time and manner that a BOC provides
such information to itself, and with wholesale bills in a manner that gives competing carriers a
meaningful opportunity to compete.'™ :

g Change Management Process

"40.  Competing carriers need information about, and specifications for, an incumbent’s
systems and interfaces to develop and modify their systems and procedures to access the
incumbent’s OSS functions.’ Thus, in order to demonstrate that it is providing
nondiscriminatory access to its OSS, a BOC must first demonstrate that it “has deployed the
necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient access to each of the necessary OSS
functions and . . . is adequately assisting competing carriers to understand how to implement and -
use all of the OSS functions available to them.”"™ By showing that it adequately assists
competing carriers to use available OSS functions, a BOC provides evidence that it offers an

- ''®" Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4058, para. 196; see also- Second BellSouth Louisidna Order, 13
FCC Red a1 20692-93.

"7 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4058, para, 196.
"o,

? See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18461, para. 210.
120 cee id.; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6316-17, at para. 163,

"' Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3999-4000, para. 102; First BeliSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC
" Red al 6279 n.197; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 625 n.467; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC
Red at 20617 n.334; Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19742,

122 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3999, para. 102.
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efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete.'” As part of this demonstration, the
Commission will give substantial consideration to the existence of an adequate change
management process and evidence that the BOC has adhered to this process over time.'™

41.  The change management process refers to the methods and procedures that the
BOC employs to communicate with competing carriers regarding the performance of, and
changes in, the BOC's 08S."™ Such changes may include updates to existing functions that
impact competing carrier interface(s) upon a BOC's release of new interface software;
technology changes that require competing carriers to meet new technical requirements upon a
BOC’s software release date; additional functionality changes that may be used at the competing
carrier’s option, on or after a BOC's release date for new interface software; and changes that
may be mandated by regulatory authorities.'” Without a change mariagement process in place, a
BOC can impose substantial costs on competing carriers simply by making changes to its
systems and interfaces without providing adequate testing opportunities and accurate and timely
notice and documentation of the changes.'” Change management problems can impair a
competing carrier’s ability to obtain nondiscriminatory access to UNEs, and hence a BOC’s
compliance with section 271(2)(B)ii).'”

42, In evaluating whether a BOC’s change management plan affords an efficient
competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete, the Commission first assesses whether the plan
is adequate. In making this determination, it assesses whether the evidence demonstrates:

(1) that information relating to the change management process is clearly organized and readily
accessible to competing carriers;'” (2) that competing carriers had substantial input in the design
and continued operation of the change management process;'™ (3) that the change management
plan defines a procedure for the timély resolution of change management disputes;”' (4) the

availability of a stable testing environment that mirrors production;'” and (5) the efficacy of the

"2 1d. a1 39994000, para. 102
Id. a1 4000, para. 102,

" 14 a0 4000, para. 103,
o

27 1d. at 4000, para. 103.

‘ 128 id.

].29 Id. at 4002, para. 107.

0 14 ar 4000, para. 104.

Y 1d at 4002, para. 108.

214 a1 4002-03, paras. 109-10.
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documentation the BOC makes available for the purpose of building an electronic gateway."”
After determining whether the BOC’s change management plan is adequate, the Commission
evaluates whether the BOC has demonstrated a pattern of compliance with this plan.™

2. UNE Combinations

43..  In order to comply with the requirements of checklist item 2, a BOC must show
that it is offering “{n]ondiscriminatory access to network elements in accordance with the .
requirements of section 251(c)(3).”™ Section 251(c)(3) requires an incumbent LEC to “provide,
to any requésting telecommunications carrier . . . nondiscriminatory access to network elements
on an unbundled basis at any technically feasible point on rates, terms and conditions that are
just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory.”’*® Section 251(c}(3) of the Act also requires incumbent
LECs to provide UNEs in a manner that allows requesting carriers to combme such élements in
order to provide a telecommunications service.”"

44.  Inthe Amerirech Michigan Order, the Commission emphasized that the ability of -

requesting carriers to use UNEs, as well as combinations of UNEs, is integral to achieving
Congress’ objective of promoting competition in local telecommunications markets.'* Using
combinations of UNEs provides a competitor with the incentive and ability to package and
market services in ways that differ from thc BOCs’ existing service offerings in order to compete
in the local telecommunications market.”** Moreover, combining the incumbent’s UNEs with
their own facilities encourages facilities- based competition and allows competing providers to
provide a wide array of competitive choices.", Because the use of combinations of UNEs is an
important strategy for entry into the local telecormmunications market, as well as an obligation

under the requirements of section 271, the Commission examines section 271 applications to

B 1d. at4003-04, para. 110, In the Bell Atlantic New York Order, the Commission used these factors in
determining whether Bell Atlantic had an adequate change management process in place. See id. at 4004, para. 111.
The Coramission left open the possibility, however, that a change management plan different from the one
implemented by Bell Atlantic may be sufficient to-demonstrate compliance with the requirements of section 271, Id.

B4 1d. at 3999, para. 101, 4004-05, para. 112.

47 US.C. § 271c)2)B)i).

4. §.251(c)(3).

137 I

ik Ameritéch Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20718-19; BellSouth South Carolina Order,' 13 FCC Red at 646.

139 BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 646; see also Local Competition First Report and Order, 11
FCC Red at- 15666-68.

"0 Belt Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4077-78, para. 230.
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determine whether competitive carriers are able to combine network elements as required by the
Act and the Commission’s regulations.”'

3. ' Pricing of Network Elements

45.  Checklist item 2 of section 271 states that a BOC must provide
“nondiscriminatory access to network elements in accordance with sections 251(c)(3) and
252(d)(1)” of the Act."” Section 251(c)(3) fequires incumbent LECs to provide
“nondiscriminatory access to network elements on an unbundled basis at any technically feasible
point on rates, terms, and conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory.”** Sectjon
252(d)(1) requires that a state commission’s determination of the just and reasonable rates for

" network elements shall be.based on the cost of providing the network elements, shail be

nondiscriminatory, and may inciude a reasonable profit.'"* Pursuant to this statutory mandate, the
Commission has determined that prices for UNEs must be based on the total element long run
incrernental cost (TELRIC) of providing those elements.'® The Commission also promulgated
rule 51.315(b), which prohibits incumbent LECs from separating already combined elements
before providing them to competing carriers, except on request.'*® The Commission has
previously held that it will not conduct a de novo review of a state’s pricing detérminations and
will reject an application only if “basic TELRIC principles are violated or the state commission
makes clear errors in factual findings on matters so substantial that the end result falls outside the
range that the reasonable application of TELRIC principles would produce.”'”

46.  Although the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit stayed the
Commission’s pricing rules in 1996,"* the Supreme Court restored the Commission’s pricing
authority on January 25, 1999, and remanded to the Eighth Circuit for consideration of the merits

14} Id.

M1 47 U.S.C. § 271(e)(2)BXD).

3 1d.§251(c)(3).

47 US.C. § 252d)1).

S Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15844-46, paras. 674-79; 47 C.E.R. §§ 51.501 et

seq.; see also Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket No.
98-147, and Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC
Docket No. 96-98, Third Report and Order and Fourth Report and Order, 14 FCC Red 20912, 20974, para. 135
(Line Sharing Order) {(concluding that states should set the prices for line sharing as a new network element in the
same manner as the state sets prices for other UNEs).

" See 47 C.F.R.§51.315(b)

" Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4084, para. 244; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at

6266, para. 59.

“!  Jowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753, 800, 804, 805-06 (8" Cir. 1997).

7755



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02—118

of the challenged rules.” On remand from the Supreme Court, the Eighth Circuit concluded that
while TELRIC is an acceptable method for determining costs, certain specific requirements
contained within the Commission’s pricing rules were contrary to Congressional intent.' The
Eighth Circuit has stayed the issuance of its mandate pending review by the Supreme Court,'
Accordingly, the Commission’s pricing rules remain in effect.

C. Checklist Item 3 - Poles, Ducts, Conduits and Rights of Way

47.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iii) requires BOCs to provide “[n}ondiscriminatory access to
the poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way owned or controlied by the [BOC] at just and
reasonable rates in accordance with the requirements of section 224.”'%* Section 224(f)(1) states
that “[a] utility shall provide a cable television system or any telecommunications carrier with
nondiscriminatory access to any pole, duct, conduit, or right-of-way owned or controlled by it.
Notwithstanding this requirement, section 224(f)(2) permits a utility providing electric service to
deny access to 1ts poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way, on a nondiscriminatory basis, “where
there is insufficient capacity and for reasons of safety, reliability and generally applicable
engineering purposes.”™ Section 224 also contains two separate provisions governing the

7153

149

AT&T Corp. v. Iowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.5..366 (1999). In reaching its decision, thé Court acknowledged that
section 201(b) “explicitly grants the FCC jurisdiction to make rules governing matters to which the 1996 Act
applies.” fd. at 380. Furthermore, the Court determined that section 251(d) also provides evidence of an express
jurisdictional grant by requiring that “the Commission [shall} complete all actions necessary to establish regulations
to implement the requirements of this section.” fd. at 382. The Court also held that the pricing provisions

- implemented under the Commission’s rulemaking authority do not inhibit the establishment of rates by the states.
The Court concluded that the Commission has jurisdiction to-design a pricing methodology to facilitate local,
competition under the 1996 Act, including pricing for interconnection and unbundled access, as “it is the States that
will apply those standards and implement that methodology, determining the concrete result.” /d.

0 Jowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 219 F.3d 744 (8" Cir. 2000), petmon Jfor cert. granted sub nom. Verizon

Communications v. FCC, 121 §. Ct. 877 (2001)

1 Jowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, No. 95.3321,3:41, (8" Cir. Sept. 25, 2000).

2 470S.C.§ 271{c)2)(BY)iii). As originally enacted, section 224 was intended Lo address obstacles that cable

operators encountered in oblaining access to poles, ducts, conduits, or rights-of-way owned or controlled by uglities.
The 1996 Act amended section 224 in several important respects to ensure that telecommunications camiers as well
as cable operators have access.to poles, ducts, conduits, or rights-of-way owned or controlied by utility companies,
including LECs. Second BeliSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20706, n.574.

'3 47 U:S.C. § 224(F)(1). Section 224(a)(1) defines “utility” to include any entity, including a LEC, that controls

“poles, ducts, conduits, or rights-of-way used in whole or in part, for any wire communications.” 47 U.S.C.
§ 224(a)(1).

' 47U.8.C. § 224(H(2). In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission concluded that,
although the statutory exception enunciated in section 224(f)(2) appears to be limited to utilities providing electrical
service, LECs should also be permitted to deny access to their poles, ducts, conduits, and ri"hts-of-way because of
insufficient capacity and for reasons of safety, reliability and generally applicable engineering purposes, provided the
assessment of such factors is done in a nondiscriminatory manner. Local Competition First Report and Order, 11
FCC Rced at 16080-81, paras, 1175-77.
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maximum rates that a atility may charge for “pole attachments.”'” Section 224(b)(1) states that
the Commission shall regulate the rates, terms, and conditions governing pole attachments to
ensure that they are “just and reasonable.”"® Notwithstanding this general grant of authority,
section 224(c)(1) states that “[n]othing in [section 224] shall be construed to apply to, or to give
the Commissiori jurisdiction with respect to the rates, terms, and conditions, or access to poles,
ducts, conduits and rights-of-way as provided in [section 224(f)], for pole attachments in any
case where such matters are regulated by a State.”” As of 1992, nineteen states, including
Connecticut, had certified to the Commission that they regulated the rates, terms, and conditions
for pole attachments.'®

D. Checklist Item 4 — Unbundied Local Loops

48, Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) of the Act, item 4 of the competitive checklist, requires
that a BOC provide “[lJocal loop transmission from the central office to the customer’s premises,
unbundled from local switching or other services.”” The Commission has defined the loop as.a
transmission facility between a distribution frame, or its equivalent, in an incurnbent LEC central
office, and the demarcation point at the customer premises. This definition includes different
types of loops, including two-wire and four-wire analog voice-grade loops, and two-wire and
four-wire loops that are conditioned to transmit the digital signals needed to provxde service such
as ISDN, ADSL, HDSL, and DS1-level signals. 160

49.  In order to establish that it is “providing” unbundied Jocal loops in compliance
with checklist item 4, a BOC must demonstrate that it has a concrete and specific legal obligation
to furnish loops and that it is currently doing so in the quantities that competitors demand and at

15 Section 2ﬁ4(a)(4) defines “pole attachment™ as “any attachment by a cable television system or provider of

tefecommunications service to a pole, duct, conduit, or right-of-way owned or controlled by a utility.” 47 U.S.C.
§ 224(a)(4). ‘

P8 47 U.S.C. § 224(b)(1).

" Id. § 224(c)(!). The 1996 Act extended the Commission’s authority to include not just rates, terms, and .
conditions, but also the authority to regulate nondiscriminatory access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way.
Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 16104, para. 1232; 47 U.S.C. § 224(f). Absent state
regulation of terms and conditions of nondiscriminatory attachment access, the Commission retains jurisdiction.
Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 16104, para. 1232; 47 U.S.C. § 224(c)X(1); see also Bell
Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4093, para. 264.

158

See States That Havé Certified That They Regulate Pole Attachments, Public Notice, 7 FCC Red 1498 (1992);

47 U.S.C. § 224(f).

4T US.C. 5 271(0))BYIV).

" Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15691, para, 380; UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red®

_at 3772-73, paras. 166-67, n.301 (retaining definition of the local loop from the Local Competition First Report and -

Order, but replacing the phrase “network interconnection device” with “demarcation point,” and making explicit !hal
dark fiber and loop conditioning aré among the features, functions and capabilities of the loop).
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an acceptable level of quality. A BOC must also demonstrate that it provides nondiscriminatory
aceess to unbundled loops.'® Specifically, the BOC must provide access to any functionality of
the loop requested by a competing carrier unless it is not technically feasible to condition the
loop facility to support the particular functionality requested. In order to provide the requested

loop functionality, such as the ability to deliver xDSL services, the BOC may be required to take -

affirmative steps to condition existing loop facilities to enable competing carriers to provide
services not currently provided over the facilities. The BOC must provide competitors with
access to unbundled loops regardless of whether the BOC uses digital loop carrier (DLC)
technology or similar remote concentration devices for the particular loops sought by the
competitor.

50. On December 9, 1999, the Commission released the Line Sharing Order, which
introduced new rules requiring BOCs to offer requesting carriers unbundled access to the high-
frequency portion of local loops (HFPL).'” HFPL is defined as “the frequency above the
voiceband on a copper loop facility that is being used to carry traditional POTS analog circuit-
switched voiceband traiismissions.” This definition applies whether a BOC’s voice customers
are served by cooper or by digital loop carrier equipment. Competing carriers should have access
to the HFPL at either a central office or at a remote terminal. However, the HFPL network
element is only available on a copper loop facility.'®.

51.  To determine whether a BOC makes line sharing available consistent with
Commission rules set out in the Line Sharing Order, the Commission examines categories of
performance measurements identified in the Bell Atlantic New York and SWBT Texas Orders.
Specifically, a successful BOC applicant could provide evidence of BOC-caused missed -
instaliation due dates, average installation intervals, trouble reports within 30 days of installation,

mean time to repair, trouble report rates, and repeat trouble report rates. In addition, a successful .

BOC applicant should provide evidence that its central offices are operationally ready to handle
commercial volumes of line sharing and that it provides competing carriers with
nondiscriminatory access to the pre-ordering and ordering OSS functions associated with the
provision of line shared loops, including access to loop qualification information and databases.

52. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv}) also requires that a BOC demonstrate that it makes line
splitting available to competing carriers so that competing carriers may provide voice and data -

"Y' SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at'18481-81, para. 248; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4095,
para. 269; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20637, para. 185.

"' See Line Sharing Order, 14 FCC Red at 20924-27, paras. 20:27.
'3 See Deployment of Wireline Services offering Advanced Telecommunications Capabi!iguz.nd Implementation of
the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act.of 1996, Third Report and Order on
Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 98-147, Fourth Report and Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 96-98,
16 FCC Red 2101, 2106-07, para. 10 (2001).
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service over a single loop.'* In addition, a BOC must demonsirate that a competing carrier,
either alone or in conjunction with another carrier, is able to replace an existing UNE-P
configuration used to provide voice service with an arrangement that enables it to provide voice
and data service to a.customer. To make such a showing, a BOC must show that it has a legal
obligation to provide line splitting through rates, terms, and conditions in interconnection
agreements and that it offers competing carriers the ability to order an unbundled xDSL-capable
loop terminated to a collocated sphtter and DSLA.M cqulprnent and combine it with unbundled
switching and shared transport.'® :

E. Checklist Item 5 — Unbundled Local Transport ) '

53. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v) of the competitive checklist requires a BOC to provide
“[1Jocal transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch unbundied from
switching or other services.”'® The Commission has required that BOCs provide both dedicated
and shared transport to requesting carriers.’ Dedicated transport consists of BOC transmission
facilities dedicated to a particular customer or carrier that provide telecommunications between
wire centers owned by BOCs or requesting telecommunications carriers, or between switches
owned by BOCs or requesting telecommunications carriers.'® Shared transport consists of
transmission facilities shared by more than one carrier, including the BOC, between end office
switches, between end office switches and tandem switches, and between tandem switches, in the
BOC’s network.'®

1% See generally SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18515-17, paras. 323-329 (describing line splitting): 47
CER. § 51.703(c) {requiring that incumbent LECs provide competing carricrs with access to unbundled loops in 2
manner that allows competing carriers *“io provide any lelecommunications service thai can be offered by means of
that network element’). o S '

165 S;ze SWBT Kansas/Oflahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6348, para. 220.
8 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)X2)B)Y).

"1 Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20719, para. 201,

"8 1d. A BOC has the following obligations with respect to dedicated transport: (a) provide unbundled access to

dedicated transmission facitities between BOC central offices or between such offices and serving wire centers
{SWCs),; between SWCs and interexchange carriers points of presence (POPs); between tandem switches and SWCs,
end offices ot tandems of the BOC, and the wire centers of BOCs and requesting carriers; (b) provide all technically
feasible transmission capabilities such as DS1, DS3, and Optical Carrier levels that the competing carrier could use
to provide telecommunications; (c) not limit the facilities to which dedicated interoffice transport facilities are

-connected, provided such interconnections are technically feasible, or restrict the use of unbundled transport

facilities; and (d) to the extent technically feasible, provide requesting carriers with access to digital cross-connect
system functionality in the same manner that the BOC offers such capabilities to interexchange carriers that purchase
transport services. Jd. at 20719.

% Id. a1 20719, n. 650. The Commission also found that 2 BOC has the following obligations with respect to

shared transport: (a) provide shared transport in a way that enables the traffic of requesting carriers to be carried on
the same transport. facilities that a BOC uses for its own.traffic; (b) provide shared transport transmission facilities
between end office switches, between its end office and tandem switches, and between tandem switches in its
{continued. . ..) ‘
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F. Checklist Item 6 — Unbundled Local Switching

54.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vi) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide “[l]ocal
switching unbundled from transport, local loop transmission, or other services.”'™ In the Second
BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission required BellSouth to provide unbundled local
switching that included line-side and trunk-side facilities, plus the features, functions, and
capabilities of the switch.!” The features, functions, and capabilities of the switch include the
basic switching function as well as the same basic capabilities that are available to the incumbent
LEC’s customers.'? Additionally, local switching includes all vertical features that the switch is
capable of providing, as well as any technically feasible customized routing functions.'”

55. Moreover, in the Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission required
BellSouth to permit competing carriers to purchase UNESs, including unbundled switching, in 2
manner that permits a competing carrier to offer, and bill for, exchange access and the
termination of local traffic.'” The Commission also stated that measuring daily customer usage
for billing purposes requires essentially the same OSS functions for both competing carriers and
incumbent L.LECs, and that a BOC must demonstrate that it is providing equivalent access to
billing information.'™ Therefore, the ability of a BOC to provide billing information necessary
for a competitive LEC to bill fér exchange access and termination of local traffic is.an aspect of
unbundled local switching.'™ Thus, there is an overlap between the provision of unbundled local
switching and the provision of the OSS billing function.'”

" (Continued from previous page)’
network; (c) permit requesting earriers that purchase unbundled shared transport and unbundied switching to use the
same routing table that is resident in the BOC s switch; and (d) permit requesting carriers to use shared (or
dedicated) transport as an unbundled element to carry originating access traffic from, and terminating traffic to,
customers to whom the réquesting carrier is also providing local exchange service. /d. at 20720, n.632.

0 47 U.S.C. § 271(cH2UB)(vi); see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20722. A switch
connects end user lines to other end user lines, and connects end user lines to trunks used for ransporting a call to
another central office or to a long-distance carrier. Switches can also provide end users with “vertical features™ such
as call waiting, call forwarding, and caller ID, and can direct a call to a specific trunk, such as to a competing
carTier’s operator services.

" Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 I-;CC Red at 20722, para, 207,

172 Id. .

'™ Jd. at 20722-23, para. 207.

" Id au 20723, para. 208.

"3 Id. a1 20723, para. 208 (citing Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC ﬁcd at 20619, para. 140),
176 ldr

177 id.
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56.  Tocomply with the requirements of unbundled local switching, 2 BOC must also
make available trunk ports on a shared basis and routing tables resident in the BOC’s switch, as
necessary to provide access to shared transport lcuncn'omlliry.”s In addition, a BOC may not limit
the ability of competitors to use unbundled local switching to provide exchange access by
requiring competing carriers to purchase a dedicated trunk from an mtercxchange carrier’s point:
of presence to a dedicated trunk port on the local switch.'

G. Checkhst Ttem 7 - 91]JE911 Access and Directory Assxstance/Operator
Services

57. Section 27 1(c)}2)(B)(vii) of the Act requires a BOC to provide .
“[n]ondiscriminatory access to — (I) 911 and E911 services.”'® In the Ameritech Michigan
Order, the Commission found that “section 271 requires a BOC to provide competitors access to
its 911 and E911 services in the same manner that a BOC obtains such access, i.e., at parity.”'®
Specifically, the Commission found that 2 BOC “must maintain the 911 database entries for
competing LECs with the same accuracy and reliability that it maintains the database entries for
its own customers.”'® For facilities-based carriers, the BOC must provide “unbundled access to
[1ts] 911 database and 911 interconnection, including the provision of dedicated trunks from the
requesting carrier’s switching facilities to the 911 control office at parity with what {the BOC]
provides to itself.™* Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(II) and section 27 1{c)(2)(B)(vii)}(IIT) require a
BOC to provide nondiscriminatory access to “directory assistance services to allow the othes
carrier’s customers to obtain telephone numbers” and “operator call completion services,”
respectively.™ Section 251(b)(3) of the Act imposes on each LEC “the duty to permit all
[competing providers of telephone exchange service and telephone toll service] to have
nondiscriminatory access to . . . operator services, directory assistance, and directory listing, with
no unreasonable dialing delays.”*® The Commission concluded in the Second BellSouth

"% 1d. at 20723, para. 209 (citing the Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20705, para. 306).

" Id. (citing the Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20714-15, paras. 324-25).

' 47US.C § 271(c)(2)B)vii). 911 and-E911 services transmit calls from end users to emergency personnel. I‘L

is crifical that a BOC provide competing carriers with-accurate and nondiscriminatory access to 911/E911 services so
that these carriers’ customers are able to reach emergency assistance. Customers use directory assistance and
operator services to obtain customer listing information and other call completion services.

"1 Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red a1 20679, para. 256.

4
153 fd

47 U.S.C. §§ 271(c)2)(B Vi), (III).
%5 14, § 251(b)(3). The Commission implemented section251(b)(3) in the Local Competition Second Report and
Order. 47 CF.R. § 51.217; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of
1996, Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, 11 FCC Red 19392 (1996} (Loca!
Competition Second Report and Order} vacated in pari sub nom. People of the State of California v. FCC, 124’ F.3d
{continued....)
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Louisiana Order that a BOC must be in compliance with the regulations implementing section
251(b)(3) to satisfy the requirements of sections 27 1{c}2)(B){(vii}(1l) and 27 1(c)(2)(B)(vii XIII).'"¥
In the Local Competition Second Report and Order, the Commission Held that the phrase '
“nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and directory listings” means that “the
customers of all telecommunications service providers should be able to access each LEC’s
directory assistance service and obtain a directory listing on a nondiscriminatory basis,
notwithstanding: (1)the identity of a requesting customier’s local telephone service provider; or
(2) the identity of the telephone service provider for a customer whose directory listing is
requested.”'™ The Commission concluded that nondiscriminatory access to the dialing pattens
of 4-1-1 and 5-5-5-1-2-1-2 to access directory assistance were technically feasible, and would
continue." The Commission specifically held that the phrase “nondiscriminatory access to

(Continued from previous page)
934 (8th Cir. 1997), overruled in part, AT&T Corp. v. fowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 {1999); see also )
Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996: Provision of Directory Listings Information under the
Telecommunications Act of 1934, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Red 15550 (1999) {Directory Listings
Information NPRM). -

'8 While both sections 251(b)(3) and 271(c)2)(B)(vii)(II) refer to nondiscriminatory access 1o “directory .

assistance,” section 251(b)(3) refers lo nondiscriminatory access to “operator services,” while section -

271 ()2} B)(vii }(TIT) refers 1o nondiscriminatory access to “operator call completion services.” 47 U.S5.C,

§8 251(b)(3), 27 1(c)2ZXB)(vii)(III). The term “operator call completion services” is not defined in the Act, hor has.
the Commission previously defined the term. However, for section 251(b)(3} purposes, the term *operator services™
was defined as meaning “any automatic or live assistance to a consumer L0 arrange for billing or completion, or both,
of a telephone call.” Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19448, para. 110, In the same
order the Cornmission concluded that busy line verification, emergency interrupt, and operator-assisted directory
assistance are forms of “operator services,” because they assist customers in arranging for the billing or completion
(or both) of a telephone call. /d. al 19449, para. 111. Al of these services may be needed or used to place a call.
For example, if a customer tries to direct dial a telephone number and constantly receives a busy signal, the customer
may contact the operator 10 attempt to complete the call. Since biliing is a necessary part of call completion, and
busy line verification, emergency interrupt, and operator-assisted directory assisiance can all be used when an
operator completes a call, the Commission concluded in thc Second BellSouth Louisiana Order that for checkllst
compliance purposes, "‘operator call completion services” is a subset of or equwaiem to “operator service.” Second
BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20740, n.763. As a result, the Commission uses the nondiscriminatory
standards established for operator services to determine whether nondiscriminatory access is provided.

. 47 CER. § 51.217(c)(3); Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19456-58, paras. 130-
35. The Local Competition Second Report and Order's interpretation of section 251(b)(3) is limited "to access to
each LEC's directory assistance service.” [d. at 19456, para. 135. However, section 271(c)(2)(B}(vii} is not limited
to the LEC’s systems but requires “nondiscriminatory access to . . . directory assistance to allow the other carrier's
customers to obtain telephone numbers.” 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(vii). Combined with the Commission's
conclusion that “incumbent LECs must unbundie the facilities and functionalities providing operator services and
directory assistance from resold services and other unbundled network elements to the extent technically feasible,”
Laocal Comperition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at. 15772-73, paras. 535-37, section 271{cH2)(B)(vii)'s
requirement should be understood to require the BOCs to provide nondiscriminatory access to the directory
assistance sérvice provider selected by the customer's local service provider, regardless of whether the competitor;
prov1de§ such services itself; selects the BOC to-provide such services; or chooses a third pa:ty 1o provide such
services. See Directory Listings Information NPRM.

" Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at- 19464, para. 151.
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operator services” means that “a telephone service customer, regardless of the identity of his or
her local telephone service provider, must be able to connect to a local operator by dialing ‘0, or
‘0 plus’ the desired telephone number.”*

58. Competing carriers may provide operator services and directory assistance by
l reselling the BOC's services, outsourcing service provision to a third-party provider, or using
their own personnel and facilities. The Commission’s rules require BOCs to permit competitive
LECs wishing to resell the BOC’s operator services and directory assistance to request the BOC
l to brand their calls.'” Competing carriers wishing to provide operator services or directory
assistance using their own or a third party provider’s facilities and pérsonnel must be able to
obtain directory listings either by obtaining directory information on a “read only” or “per dip”
l basis from the BOC’s directory assistance database, or by creating their own directory assistance
database by obtaining the subscriber listing information in the BOC’s database.’”’ Although the
Commission originally concluded that BOCs must provide directory assistance and operator
I services on an unbundied basis pursuant to sections 251 and 252, the Commission removed
directory assistance and operator services from the list of required UNEs in the UNE Remand
Order."™ Checklist item obligations that do not fall within a BOC’s obligations under section
l 251(c)(3) are not subject to the requirements of sections 251 and 252 that rates be based on
forward-looking economic costs.'” Checklist item obligations that do not fall within a BOC’s
‘ UNE obligations, however, still must be provided in accordance with sections 201(b) and 202(a),
l which require that rates and conditions be just and reasonable, and not unreasonably
discriminatory.'*

" Jd. at 19464, para. 151.

' 47 CER. § 51.217(dY: Local Competition Secand Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19463, para. 148, For
v - example, when customers call the operator or calls for directory assistance, they typically hear a message, such as
“thank you for using X'YZ Telephone Company.” Competing carriers may use the BOC’s brand, request the BOC to

brand the call with the competitive carriers name Or request that the BOC not brand the call atall. 47 CFR.
§ 51.217(d).

"' 47 CF.R. § 51.217(C)3)(ii); Local Competition Second Repors and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19460-61, paras.
141-44; [mplemeniation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996: Telecommunications Carriers’ Use of Customer
Proprietary Nerwork Information and Other Customer Information, Implementation of the Local Competition
Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Provision of Directory Listing Information Under the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, Third Report and Order, Second Order on Reconsideration, and Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Red 15550, 15630-31, paras. 152-54 (1999); Provision of Directory Listing

Information Under the Communications Act of 1934, .as amended, First Report and Order, 16 FCC Red 2736, 2743-
51 {2001).

' UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3891-92, paras. 441-42.

252(d)(1{AX(i) (requiring UNE rates to be “based on the cost (determined without reference 10 a rate-of-return or
other rate-based proceeding) of providing the ... network element™).

- "% UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3905-06, paras. 470-73; see also 47 U.S.C. §§ 201(b), 202(a).

' - ' UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3905, para. 470; see generally 47 U.S.C. §§ 251-52; see also 47 11.5.C. §
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H.  Checklist ftem 8 — White Pages Directory Listings

59.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(viii) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide “{wlhite -
pages directory listings for customers of the other carrier’s telephone exchange service.”
Section 251(b}(3) of the 1996 Act obligates all LECs to permit competitive providers of
telephone exchange service and telephone toll service to have nondiscriminatory access to
directory listing.'™ -

60. In the Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission concluded that,
“consistent with the Commission’s interpretation of ‘directory listing’ as used in section -
251(b)(3), the term ‘white pages’ in section 271(c)2}(B)(viii) refers to the local alphabetical
directory that includes the residential and business listings of the custorers of the local exchange
provider.”’” The Commission further concluded, “the term ‘directory listing,” as used in- this
section, includes, at a minimum, the subscriber’s name, address, telephone number, or any
combination thereof.”® The Commission’s Second BellSouth Louisiana Order also held that a
BOC sausfies the requirements of checklist item 8 by demonstrating that it: (1) provided
nondiscriminatory appearance and integration of white page directory listings to competitive -
LECs’ customers; and (2) provided white page listings for competitors’ customers with the same
accuracy and reliability that it provides its own customers.'

L Checklist Ttem 9 — Numbering Administration

61. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ix) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide
“nondiscriminatory access to telephone numbers for assignment to the other carner’s telephone
exchange service customers,” until “the date by which telecommunications numbering
administration, guidelines, plan, or rules are established.””™ The checklist mandates compliance

5 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)RYB)(viii).

196

1d. § 251(b)(3).
YT Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20748, para, 255.

" 1d. In the Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission stated that the definition of “directory listing”
was synonymous with the definition of “subscriber list information.” Id. at 20747 (citing the Local Competition
Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19458-59). However, the Commission’s decision in a later proceeding
obviates this comparison, and supports the definition of directory listing delineated above. See Implementation of
the Telecommunications Carriers’ Use of Customer Proprietary Nerwork information and Other Cusiomer
Information, CC Docket No. 96-115, Third Report and Order; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, Second Order on Reconsideration; Provision of
Directory Listing Information under the Telecommunications Act of 1934, As Amended, CC Docket No. 99-273,
FCC 99-227, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, para. 160 (rel. Sept. 9, 1999).

199 Id.

247 U.S.C. § 2THEHZHBYX).
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with “such guidelines, plan, or rules” after they have been established.® A BOC must
demonstrate that it adheres to industry numbering administration guidelines and Commission
rules.*™

J. Checklist Item 10 — Databases and Associated Sig’naling

. 62, Section 271(c)(2)(B)(x) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide

“nondiscriminatory access to databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and
completion.”™ In the Second BeliSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission required BellSouth to
demonstrate that it provided requesting carriers with nondiscriminatory access to: “(1) signaling
networks, including signaling links and signaling transfer points; (2) certain call-related
databases necessary for call routing and completion, or in the aliernative, a means of physical
access to the signaling transfer point linked to the unbundied database; and (3) Service
Management Systems (SMS).” 4 The Commission also required BeliSouth to design, create,
test, and deploy Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) based services at the SMS through a
Service Creation Environment (SCE).** In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the
Commission defined call-related databases.as databases, other than operations support systems,
that are used in signaling networks for billing and collection or the transmission, routing, or other
pravision of telecommunications service.™ At that time the Commission required incumbent
LECs to provide unbundled access to their call-related databases, including but not limited to:
the Line Information Database (LLIDB), the Toll Free Calling database, the Local Number
Portability database, and Advanced Intelligent Network databases.”™ In the UNE Remand Order,
the Commission clarified that the definition of call-related databases “includes, but is not hmxted
to, the calling name (CNAM) database, as well as the 911 and E911 databases."™*

201 1d .

¥ See Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20752; see also Numbering Resource Optimization,
Report and Order and Further Notice 6f Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Red 7574 (2000); Numbering Resource
Opiimization, Second Report and Order, Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 99-200 and Second Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 99-200, CC Docket Nos, 96-98; 99-200 (rel. Dec. 29, 2000);
Numbering Resource Optimization, Third Report and Order and Second Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket )
No. 96-98 and CC Docket Na. 99-200 (rel. Dec. 28, 2001).

47 US.C. § 21 ()BYX).
™% Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20753, para. 267.

% 14, a1 20755-56, para. 272.
%8 Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15741, n.1126; UNE Remand Order, 15 ECC Red at
3875, para. 403.

27 Id. at 15741-42, para, 484.

*®  UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3875, para. 403.
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K. = Checklist Item 11 — Number Portability

63. Section 271(c)(2)(B) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to comply with the number
portability regulations adopted by the Commission pursuant to section 251.*® Section 251(b)(2)
requires all LECs “to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portability in accordance
with requirements prescribed by the Commission.”*® The 1996 Act defines number portability
as “the ability of users of telecommunications services to retain, at the same location, existing
telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when
switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.”"' In order to prevent the cost of
number portability from thwarting local competition, Congress enacted section 251(e)(2), which
requires that “[t]he cost of establishing telecommunications numbering administration
arrangements and number portability shall be borne by all telecommunications carriers on a
competitively neutral basis as determined by the Commission.”** Pursuant to these statutory
provisions, the Commission requires LECs to offer interim number portability “to the extent

“technically feasible.””* The Commission also requlrcs LECs to gradually replace interim number
portability with permanent number portabxhty * The Commission has established guidelines for
states to follow in mandating a competitively neutral cost-recovery mechanism for interim
number portability,”* and created a competitively neural cost-recovery mechanism for long-term
number portability.”*

2 47 USC § 271(c)Z)BXxii).
014 at § 251(b)(2).
M4 at § 153(30).

%214 at §251 (e)(2); see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20757, para. 274; In the Matter
of Telephone Number Portability, Third Report and Order, 13 FCC Red 11701, 11702-04 (1998) (Third Number
Portability Order); In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, Fourth Memorandum Opinion and Order on
Reconsideration, 15 FCC Rcd 16439, 16460, 16462-63, paras. 1, 6-9 (1999} (Fourth Number Portabiliry Order).

M3 Fourth Number Portability Or&er, 15 FCC Rcd at 16465, para. 10; Telephone Number Portability, First Report
and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Red 8352, 8409-12, paras. 110-16 (1996} (Firs:
Number Portability Order); see also 47 U.S.C. § 251{b)(2).

24 See 47 C.E.R. 8% 52.3(b)-(£); Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20758, para. 275; First

Number Portability Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 8355, 8399-8404, paras. 3, 91; Third Number Porrabrhty Order, 13 FCC

‘Red at 11708-12, paras. 12-16.

U5 See 47 C.E.R. § 52.29; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20758, para, 275; First Number
Portability Order, 11 FCC Red at 8417-24, paras. 127-40. .

M8 See 47 C.F.R. §§ 52.32, 52.33; Second BeliSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20758, para. 275; Third
Number Portability Order, 13 FCC Red at 11706-07, para. 8; Fourth Number Portability Order at 16464-63, para.”
9.
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L. Checklist Item 12 — Local Dialing Parity

64.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xii} requires a BOC to provide “[n]ondiscriminatory access
to such services of information as are necessary to allow the requesting carrier to implement Jocal
dialing parity in accordance with the requirements of section 251(b)(3).”*" Section 251(b)(3) -
imposes upon all LECs “[t]he duty to provide dialing parity to’competing providers of telephone
exchange service and telephone toll service with no unreasofiable dialing delays.”"* Sectlon
153(15) of the Act deﬁnes “dialing panty" as follows ’ : .

[A] person that is not an afﬁhate of alocal exchange carrier is able.
to'provide telecommunications services in such a manner that
customers have the ability to route automaticatly, without the use

- of any access code, their telecommunications to the |
telecommunications services prowder of the customer s
.designation.” - :

65. The rules implementing section 251(b)(3) prov1de that customers of cornpenng
carriers must be able to dial the same number of digits the BOC’s customers dial to completea
local telephone call.™ Moreover, customers of competing carriers must not otherwise suffer
inferior qua.hty service, such as unreascnable dialing delays, compared to the BOC’s

custorners

M.  Checklist Item 13 — Reciprocal Compensation

66. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(x111) of the Act rcqulres that a BOC enter into “[r]eciprocal

- compensation arrangements in accordance with the requirements of section 252(d)(2).”** In marn,

pursuant to section 252(d)(2)(A) “a state commission shall not consider the terms and CO[]dlthnS
for reciprocal compensation to be just and reasonable unless (i) such terms and conditions
provide for the mutual and reciprocal recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the

*7 Based on the Commission’s view that section 251(b)(3) does not limit the duty to provide dialing parity to any"

particular form of dialing parity (i.e., international, interstate, intrastate, or loeal), the Commission adopted rules in
August 1996 to implement broad guidelines and minimum nationwide standards for dialing parity. Local -
Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19407, Interconnection Between Local Exchange Cdrriers
and Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers, CC Docket No. 95- 185, Further Order On Recongsideration, FCC
99-170 (rel. Juiy 19, 1999).

M 47U.8.C.§ 251(1)(3).
914§ 153(35).
20 47 C.E.R §8 51.205, 51.207. ' ' .

2 See 47 C.F.R. § 51.207 (requiring same number of digits to be diated); Local Compermon Second Report and

Order, 11 FCC Red at 19400, 19403

2 470U8.C. % 271(5)(2)(B)(x1u).
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transport and termination on each carrier’s network facilities of calls that originate on the
network facilities of the other carrier; and (ii) such terms and conditions determine such costs on
the basis of a reasonable approximation of the additional costs of terminating such calls.”*

N. Checklist Item 14 — Re;_,ale

67.  Section 271(c)2)}B)(xiv) of the Act requires a BOC to make

" “telecommunications services . . . available for resale in accordance with the requirements of
sections 251(c)(4) and 252(d)(3).”** Section 251(c)(4)(A) requires incumbent LECs “to offer for
resale at wholesale rates any telecommunications service that the carrier provides at retail to
subscribers who are.not telecommunications carriers.”*> Section 252(d)(3) requires state -
commissions to “determine wholesale rates on the basis of retail rates charged to subscribers for
the telecommunications service reguested, excluding the portion thereof attributable to any
marketing, billing, collection, and other costs that will be avoided by the local exchange
carrier.”™® Section 251(c)(4}(B) prohibits “unreasonable or discrirninatory conditions or * -
limitations” on service resold under section 251(c)(4)(A).*" Consequently, the Commission
concluded in the Local Competition First Report and Order that resale restrictions are presumed-
to be unreasonable unless the LEC proves to the state comnmission that the restriction is
reasonable and nondiscriminatory.™ If an incumbent LEC makes a service available only to a
specific category of retail subscribers, however, a state commission may prohibit a carrier that
obtains the service pursuant to section 251(c)(4)(A) from offering the service to a different
category of subscribers.”™ If a state creates such a limitation, it must do so consistent with
requirements established by the Federal Communications Commission.” In accordance with
sections 27 1(c)(2)(B)(ii) and 27 1(c)}(2)(B)(xiv), a BOC must also demonstrate that it provides
nondiscriminatory access to operations support systems for the resale of its retail

2 1d § 252DRXA),
14§ 271X 2XB)(Xiv).
14, § 251(c)()NA).
T 14§ 252(d)(3).

= 1d.§ 251(c)(4)(B).

8 Iocal Competition First Report-and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15966, para, 939; 47 CF.R. § 51.613(b). The
Eighth Circuit acknowledged the Commission's authority to promulgate such rules, and specifically upheld the-
sections of the Commission’s rules concerning resale of promotions and discounts in lowa Utilities Board. lTowa
Uitils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d at 818-19, aff'd in part and remanded on other grbun_ds, AT&T v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525
U.S. 366-(1999). See also 47 CF.R.-§§51:613-51.617.

P 47U.5.C. § 251(c)(4)(B).

230 Id

7768

. .

.



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

telecommunications services.”' The obligations of section 251(c)(4) apply to the retail
telecommunications services offered by a BOC’s advanced services afl‘"lliate.":‘2

V. COMPLIAN CE WITH SEPARATE AFFILIATE REQUIREMENT S- SECTION
272

68. Section 271{(d)(3)(B) requires-that the Commission shall not approve a BOC’s
application to provide interLATA services unless the BOC demonstrates that the “requested
authorization will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of section 272.”** The
Commission set standards for compliance with section 272 in the Accounting Safeguards Order
and the Non-Accounting Safeguards Order.™ Together, these safeguards discourage and
facilitate the detection of improper cost allocation and cross-subsidization between the BOC and
its section 272 affiliate.” In addition, these safeguards ensure that BOCs do not discriminate in
favor of their section 272 affiliates.®

69. As the Commiission stated in the Ameritech Michigan Order, compliance with

- section 272 is *of crucial importance” because the structural, transactional, and

nondiscrimination safeguards of sectiori 272 seek t0 ensure that BOCs compete on a level playing
field.”” The Commission’s findings regarding section 272 compliance constitute independent

2l See, e, 8., Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4046-48 .paras 178-81 (Bell Atlantic provides
nondiscriminatory access to its OSS ordering functions for resale services and therefore provxdes efficient
competitors a meaningful opportunity to compete).

B2 See Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red 14147, 14160-63, paras. 27-33 (2001); Association of
Communications Enterprises v. FCC, 235 F.3d 662 (D.C. Cir. 2001).

B 471U.S.C § 271(d)E)B).

B4 See Implementation of the Accounting Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Dacket No.
96-150, Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 17539 (1996) (Accounting Safeguards Order), Second Order On
Reconsideration, FCC 00-S (rel. Jan. 18, 2000); Implementation.of the Non-Accounting Safeguards of Sections 271
and 272 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, CC Docket No. 96-149, First Report and Order and
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Red 21905 ( 1996) {Non-Accounting Safeguards Order), petition
Jor review pending sub nom, SBC Communications v. FCC, No. 97-1118 (filed D.C. Cir. Mar. 6, 1997) (held in
abeyance May 7, 1997), First Order on Reconsideration, 12 FCC Rced 2297 (1997) (First Order on
Reconsideration), Second QOrder on Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red 8653 (1997) (Second Order on Reconsideration),
aff'd sub nom. Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies v. FCC, 131 F.3d 1044 (D.C. Cir. 1997), Third Order on
Reconsideration, FCC 99-242 (rel. Oct. 4, 1999) (Third Order on Reconsideration).

a3 Non-Ar.‘caummg Safeguards Order 11 FCC Red at 21914; Accounting Safeguards Crder, 11 FCC Red at
17550; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20725.

B¢ Non-Accounting Safeguards Order, 11 FCC Red at 21914, paras. 15-16; Ameritech M:chzgan Order, 12 FCC
Red at 20725, para. 346.

BT Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20725, para. 346; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCCRed at”
4153, para. 402.
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grounds for denying an application.”™ Past and present behavior of the BOC applicant provides
“the best indicator of whether [the applicant] will carry out the requested authorization in

pp
compliance with section 272.7%°

V. COMPLIANCE WITH THE PUBLIC INTEREST SECTION 271(D)(3)(C)

70.  "In‘addition to dctcfn"liriing whether a BOC satisfies the competitive checklist and
will comply with section 272, Congress directed the Commission to assess whether the requested
authorization would be consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.*®
Compliance with the competitive checklist is itself a strong indicator that long distance entry is
consistent with the public interest. This approach reflects the Commission’s many years of
experience with the consumer benefits that flow from competmon in telecommunications
markets.

71.  Nonetheless, the public interest analysis is an independent element of the statutory
checklist and, under normal canons of statutory construction, requires an independent
determination.” Thus, the Commission views the public interest requirement as an opportunity
to review the circumstances presented by the application to ensure that no other relevant factors
exist that would frustrate the congressional intent that markets be open, as required by the
competitive checklist, and that entry will therefore serve the public interest as Congress expected.

Among other things, the Commission may review the local and long distance markets to ensure

8 Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20785-86, para. 322 Bell Arl’anuc New York Order, 15 FCC
Rcd at 4153, para. 402.

B9 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4153, parai 402.
M 47 US.C. § 2THEHBYHO).

oy, addition, Congress specifically rejected an amendment that would have stipulated that full implementation of
the checklist necessarily satisfies the public interest criterion. See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20747
at para. 360-66 see also 141 Cong. Rec. 57971, $8043 (June. 8, 1995).

7770

: .
. ] i -
o, A r. " L



Federal Communications Commission FCC02-118

that there are not unusual circumstances that would make entry contrary to the public interest
under the particular circumstances of the application at issue.*® Another factor that could be
relevant to the analysis is whether the Commission has sufficient assurance that markets will
remain open after grant of the application. While no one factor is dispositive in this analysis, the
overriding goal is to ensure that nothing undermines the conclusion, based on the Comrmssmn ]
analysis of checklist compliance, that markets are opén to compeunon

sy

M2 See Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20805-06, para. 360 (the public interest analysis may

include consideration of “whether approval . . . will foster competition in all relevant telecommunications markets™.
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Statement of -
Commissioner Michael J. Copps

. Re:  Application by Verizon New England, Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. (d/b/a’
Verizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise
Solutions), Verizon Global Nerworks, Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc., for
Authorization to Provide In-Region InterLATA Services in Vermont (CC Docket No. 02-
7) _ .

I commend the Vermont Board and Verizon for the steps they have taken to open the
local markets in Vermont to competition. Today’s decision demonstrates once again that
consumers in rural states can benefit from the expanded competition contemplated by the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

The major issue in this proceeding has been the pricing of network elements, and in
particular the rates for unbundled switching. The Commission grants this application due to the
unique circumstances here. In this instance, opponents did not raise these issues with the

- Vermont Board in the underlying proceeding, have not subsequently asked the Vermont Board to

reevaluate the switching rates - notwithstanding the expressed willingness of the Vermont Board

“to do so — and have not presented adequate evidence in this proceeding to demonstrate that the
Vermont Board committed a clear error. Under these procedural circumstances, I agree that we
should grant this application. Importantly, however, the Commission makes clear in this Order
that the pricing decision does not serve as precedent for other section 271 applications. These
issues may be presented in future applications and I look forward to addressing them there on the
basis of a fuller record.

In addition, we should remain mindful that the grant of a section 271 application is not
the end of the road. This Commission and our state colleagues must remain vigilant to ensure
that parties meet their obligations under the statute. By taking this shared responsibility
seriously, we can ensure that consumers continue to reap the benefits of enduring compennon as
envisioned by Congress in the 1996 Act.
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